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National Survey on Recreation and the Environment: 2000-2003

A national survey, taken every S years, began in the 1950’s. Today, an Interagency
National Survey Consortium, coordinated by the USDA Forest Service; Outdoor
Recreation, Wilderness and Demographics Trends Research Group, Athens, GA and The
Human Dimensions Research Laboratory, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN
conducts the survey and completes the analysis.

This report contains the only national statistics on agritourism activities. It is estimated
that 63 million American visit a farm to-- pick their own food, milk a cow, shop at a
country store, learn about food, have fun in a corn maze or pick their pumpkin.

More information available at www.srs.fs.fed.us/trends or contact

Gary Green

USDA Forest Service

320 Green Street

Athens, GA 30602

Ph: 706-559-4269

Rural landowner liability for recreational injuries: Myths, perceptions, and realities
B.A. Wright, R. A. Kaiser, and S. Nicholls

This article reports the results of a survey of 637 appellate court cases heard since 1965.
Landowners’ perceptions of liability are not commensurate with the reality of legal risks.
Available in Resource Manual (Chapter XIV) or

Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, May, June, July 2002 Volume 57, Number 3,
pp183-191.

Wildlife and the American Mind: Public Opinion on and Attitudes toward Fish and
Wildlife Management

By Mark Duda

Responsive, Management

This is an 800-page book containing results of more than 300 surveys. It presents
recommendations, strategies on how to utilize this information to enhance fish and
wildlife management programs and policies, as well as how to more effectively manage
hunting, fishing, and wildlife watching programs.

130 Franklin Street

P.O. Box 389

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Ph: (540) 432-1888.

Oregon Qutdoor Recreation: Profile and Economic Impacts

Oregon Tourism Commission

This report focuses on the economic impact of the recreation activities most associated
with Oregon’s natural resources, in particular the relatively active recreation that draws
most directly on resource location in rural areas. See Chapter XI for study summary.




Available from

Dean Runyan Associates

815 SW Second Avenue, Suite 620

Portland, OR 97204 or call 503-226-2973 or www.dra-research.com

Adventure Travel: Profile of a Growing Market
Tourism Industry Association of America
Results of a 1994 survey.

Order report from

Travel Industry Association of America

1100 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 450
Washington, DC 20005

Ph: 202-408-8422

Sustainable Agriculture: Making Money, Making Sense

This publication is a review based on a study of the economics of sustainable agriculture
released by Food Routes (previously Fires of Hope) and the Institute of Agriculture and
Trade Policy. The review shows that farmers who use sustainable practices make a larger
profit in the marketplace than growers who rely solely on conventional methods.
Available at: http://www . firesofhope.org/Fires.pdf

Multiple Benefits of Agriculture Analysis

This publication is a report based on a study released by the Land Stewardship Project of
Minnesota

Available online at: http://www.landstewardshipproject.org/pr/newsr 011113 html

Core Conservation Practices: Adoption Barriers Perceived by Small and Limited
Resource Farmers

Bulletin 646

By Joseph J. Molinar, Annette Bitto, and Gail Brant

Alabama Agricultural Experiment Station; Auburn University (May 2001)

It identifies barriers to the adoption of the “Core-4” practices, summarizes findings from
a survey of 834 small and limited resource farmers in Alabama, Georgia, and Mississippi,
and lists suggested NRCS actions based on key study findings.

Available from the Social Science Institute (2002 Product Catalogue, available online at:
http://www.ssi.nrcs.usda.gov/ssi/B_Stories/4_Misc/SSIProducts2002.pdf)

Social Sciences Institute (SSI)

1550 East Beltline Ave., Suite 245

Grand Rapids, MI 49506

Ph: (616) 942-1503

Email: ssinter2@po.nrcs.usda.gov .

Econdata.net
This website lists the 10 best web sites for economic data.
http://www.econdata.net/content_tenbest.html



Earthtrends Website

This online resource is an environmental almanac compiled by the World Resource
Institute of data from more than 140 countries plus regional and global trends.
http://earthtrends. wri.org/

Tourism Industry Association of America

This association collects and analyzes tourism data that affects tourism in the United
States.

Web site: www.tia.org

Office of Travel and Tourism Industries, Department of Commerce

This agency surveys and analysis inbound and outbound travelers for U.S. tourism
industries. Free email newsletters are available. Reports and trends data are readily
available online at

http://tinet.ita.doc.gov

World Resources Institute

The World Resources Institute provides information on the trends in population, food and
water security, consumption and waste, energy use and climate change. Their website
contains more information on the center and their research, including their recent
publications.

Website: http://www.wri.org

10 G Street, NE (Suite 800)

Washington, DC 20002 USA

Ph: (202) 729-7600

USGS Water Quality Data Warehouse

This website provides online access to extensive water quality data collected by the US
Geological Survey National Water-Quality Assessment Program.
http://orxddwimdn.er.usgs.gov/servlet/page? pageid=543& dad=portal30& schema=PO
RTAL30

The Economic Research Service Website
This website has links to the land values for all U.S. counties (1850 — 1992)
http://www.ers.usda.gov/data/sdp/view.asp?f=land/87012

Economic Research Service State Fact Sheets

State fact sheets provide information on population, employment, income, farm
characteristics, and farm financial indicators for each state in the U.S.

Available at: http://www.ers.usda.gov/StateFacts

Economic Research Service, USDA website
Data for major land uses from 1945 - 97
http://www .ers.usda.gov/data/majorlanduses/



Marine Recreational Statistics Survey Website
http://www.st.nmfs.gov/st1/recreational/pubs.html

Statistical Resources on the Web
http://www lib.umich.edu/govdocs/stag.html

Structural and Financial Characteristics of US Farms: 2001 Family Farm Report
Released by the Economic Research Service
Available at: http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/aib768/

Wildlife Resource Trends in the United States

By Curtis H. Flather, Stephen J. Brady, and Michael S. Knowles

This publication is a technical document that supports the 2000 USDA Forest Service
RPA Assessment. Copies may be ordered by sending your mailing information in label
form (please send the publication title and number) to:

Rocky Mountain Research Station

3825 e. Mulberry Street

Fort Collins, CO 80524-8597

Ph: (970) 498-1719

Email: rschneider/rmrs@fs.fed.us

Trends for 21" Century Dairies Pg. 11-14
AgVentures magazine Dec00/Jan2001
Barbara Berst

Rural Conditions and Trends

Rural Conditions and Trends is a journal published three times a year by the USDA’s
Economic Research Service. For subscription information call ERS-NASS at:
1-800-999-6779

Perceptions of Rural America: Congressional Perspectives

W K. Kellogg Foundation

This is a report based on the results of a congressional study on the perceptions of rural
American and public policy. The study was conducted by the Greenberg Quinlan Rosner
research firm and the Greener and Hook consulting firm, and consisted of 20-30 minute,
interviews with 26 members of Congress.

Available at: http://www.wkkf org/Pubs/FoodRur/Pub3699. PDF

Vermont Tourism Data Center
Website: http://snr.uvm.edu/vtdc/
219B George d. Aiken Center
University of Vermont
Burlington, VT 05405

Ph: 802-656-0623



Louisiana Tourism Data Resources
http://www latour.Isu.edu/

American Recreation Coalition

The ARC conducts research on topics that related to outdoor recreation trends. Their
website provides fact sheets, news releases, survey and research results, a calendar of
their events and other recreation links.

Website: www.funoutdoors.com

1225 New York Avenue NW, Suite 450

Washington, DC 20005

Ph (202) 682-9530

Email: arc@funoutdoors.com

Qutdoor Recreation in American Life: A National Assessment of Demand and Supply
Trends

This is a report that contains information about research and surveys conducted in the
area of outdoor recreation in America. The US Forest Service has leadership in collecting
and analyzing the data. The complete report is available from Sagamore Publishing.
Website: www.sagamorepub.com

Ph: (800) 327-5557

Food and Agriculture: Consumer Trends and Opportunties

By Betty King, Janet Tietyen and Steven Vickner

University of Kentucky (IP 58A — IP 58F)

This is a series of publications that describe the trends in consumption, nutrition, health,
lifestyle, and marketing for the agricultural economy in general, and for the grain,
vegetable, fruit, dairy, protein foods, and fats, oils and sweets sector of the agricultural
economy. Likes to each of the publications that is part of the series are available online
at: http://agebb.missouri.edu/mac/links/linkview2.asp?catnum=1067&alpha=L

Nature-Qriented Visitors and their Expenditures: Upper San Pedro Valley

Agricultural and Resource Economics

University of Arizona, Tucson Arizona

By Patricia Orr and Dr. Bonnie Colby

February 2002

This is a report based on a survey administered to 843 visitors to key birding sites in the
upper San Pedro River Basin. The report summarizes the demographics, travel patterns,
and local expenditures of these visitors.

Available online at: http://ag.arizona.edu/AREC/pubs/san_pedro_report.pdf

Upper Mississippi River System Visitors Spending Profiles

This website provides the results of the Upper Mississippi River System Visitor Spending
Profile Survey. The survey, conducted through personal interviews on site, asked visitors
to the upper Mississippi river system area for information on their trip expenditure.
http://www.msu.edu/user/changwe4/spend/umrsmain. htm




Highlights from the From Farm to Table: Making the Connection in the Mid-Atlantic
Food System

This website contains highlights from a report that summarizes the food system of the
Mid-Atlantic U.S. by assessing the production, distribution and consumption components
of the fresh fruit and vegetable industry.
http://www.clagettfarm.org/fromfarmtotable.html

What is the Public Doing for Recreation? NRCS

This report is based on some of the work of the American Recreation Coalition.
For the latest information go to:

www.funoutdoors.com

Agritourism and Recreation Trends—Today and in 2050
This information sheet is based speeches and survey information.
Available in the Resource Manual which is on CD and on the web.

Qutdoor Recreation Trends, Private Land Use Opportunities, Potential Benefits and
Natural Resource Conservation Attitudes, 1994-95, NRCS

This report (in Resource Manual) is based upon a survey of 13,000 farmers and ranchers.
The full report is in “Outdoor Recreation in American Life: A National Assessment of
Demand and Supply Trends.”

Available from www.sagamorepub.com or

Ph: (800) 327-5557

Agriculture/Alternative Enterprise Opportunities, Benefits, Barriers and
Recommendations: Results of an Agritourism and Natural Resources Forum, NRCS
This forum was held in January 1997. The report summarizes the views of a group of
stakeholders. It reports the stakeholders views on opportunities, benefits, barriers and
their recommendations.

Available in the Resource Manual on CD or the web.

Implications of U.S. Population Growth for Recreational Fishing
and companion report

A Social and Demographic Examination of Fishing Participation
Published by US Fish and Wildlife Service

Available from

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

National Conservation Training Center

Publications Unit

Rt. 1, Box 166

Shepherd Grade Road

Shepherdstown, WV 25443




National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Available online at
http://fa.r9.fws.gov/surveys/surveys.html#survey_reports
Hardcopies or CD’s are available by contacting

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

National Conservation Training Center

Publications Unit

Rt. 1, Box 166

Shepherd Grade Road

Shepherdstown, WV 25443

Ph: 304-876-7659

Email: john_fisher@fws.gov

Ponds in the United States
http://corps_geol.usace.army.mil/hg.html




CHAPTER 9
Farm Recreation

James J. Barry and Daniel Hellerstein 1/

Source: National Survey on Recreation and the Environment (NRSE): 2000-2003. The
Interagency National Survey Consortium, Coordinated by the USDA Forest Service;
Outdoor Recreation, Wilderness and Demographics Trends Research Group, Athens, GA
and the Human Dimensions Research Laboratory, University of Tennessee, Knoxville,
TN For more info go www.srs.fs.fed.us/trends. Chapter 9 “Farm Recreation” is part of

the final report.

Introduction

Farms and ranches comprise about 40% of the total land base of the United States (just over 917
million acres). According to the 1999 Agricultural Economics and Land Ownership Survey
(AELOS), there are nearly 2,134,000 farms in the U. S. Almost 1/3 of these farms are less than
50 acres in size, fifteen percent are between 50 and 99 acres, another 15 percent are between 100
and 179 acres. Just under 9 percent are 1,000 or more acres in size. Over 90 percent of farms are
family owned; either as sole proprietorships or as family held corporations: As seen in the
graphic at right, most of the income received by farm operators is from off-farm sources, i.e.,
other employment or investments.

In addition to providing food and fiber to the American population, and a livelihood to farm
families, farms also provide rural amenities. These rural amenities range from wildlife habitat to
scenic landscapes. One of these amenities is traveling to farms in order to enjoy on-farm
recreation. Examples of on-farm recreation activities includes buying or picking fresh produce,
seeing and petting farm animals, and gazing upon pastoral views.

i . Earnings from the farm averages 10 percent of total farm
[Caption for Figure 9.1 — Sources of household income

income for average farm operator Average operator household income = $64,347
household, 1999. Source: USDA

. . Off-farm
Economic Research Service, 1999 Wages and business income
. 0,
Agricultural Resource Management Study. ~ S3ares 4 17%

Available at
http://www.ers.usda.gov/briefing/FarmStru

cture/Gallery/sourcesofincome. htm] : r:;cmztngnd
S

7%

In this chapter, we take a look at how
Americans participate in recreation on a
farm. National and regional estimates of
the rate of participation in farm recreation

Social Security, etc.
9%

Farm income

! James Barry (james.j.barry@huskiemail uconn.edu) 1s a graduate?ﬁxdent at the Umiversity ot
Connecticut. Daniel Hellerstein (danielh@ers.usda.gov) is a natural resource economist with the
Economics Research Service, USDA. The opinions and conclusions expressed in this chapter
are not necessarily those of the Economic Research Service.




are presented. We also examine what kinds on-farm activities people enjoy, what types of
scenery they value en-route, and how they learned about the farm they visited.

To address these issues, we used data from 20,000 respondents drawn from the 2000 National
Survey on Recreation and the Environment (NSRE) described in earlier chapters. The NSRE is
one of the few (if not the only) nation-wide data sets that explicitly address the American
public’s participation in on-farm recreation. Analysis of the data is ongoing, and the results we
present here are intended to give the reader an overall picture. Hence, important details are not
reported, such as measures of statistical significance of categorical differences.

Using screening questions on participation in broadly defined recreational activities, two sets of
potential on-farm recreationists were identified. The first set, comprising 6,440 individuals, are
“farm visitors” — defined as individuals who reported visiting a farm in the prior year. The
second set, comprising 14,500 individuals, are “rural sightseers” — defined as individuals who
reported taking a rural sightseeing trip in the last year. Of the 6,440 farm visitors, 1,329 were
asked a detailed set of questions about their most recent trip to a farm. Similarly, 1,443 of the
“rural sightseers” were asked detailed questions about their recent rural sightseeing trip. Of these
1,443, two hundred seventy seven reported visiting a farm; and were asked questions identical to
those given to the “farm visitors”.

Table 9.1 — NSRE Respondents Providing Information about Trips to Farms*

Respondents who Respondents who reported
reported visiting a farm | going on rural sightseeing trips

Total from 25,000 NSRE 6,399 14,483
respondents

Interviewed about rural recreation | 1,329 1,443
Visited a farm 1,329 277

* Note that even though a respondent can report both “visiting a farm” and “going on a rural sightseeing ﬁp”, in no
case was a respondent asked both sets of questions.




Using this sub-sample of “farm visitors” and “rural sightseers”, the average respondent is in
their early 40’s with a median family size of 3. They typically work a 40-hour workweek, have
at least some college level education (1/3 have at least a bachelor’s degree), and have an average
family income of just over $50,000. When visiting a farm, the average distance traveled was
about 80 miles, with average trip costs of about $45.2

Population-wide Estimates of Numbers and Percentages Visiﬁng Farms

In this section we present population estimates of the numbers of people visiting farms, and what
they did there. These population estimates were computed by weighting NSRE sample

- percentages. Our weights were derived from 2000 U. S. Census estimates of the persons 16 or
older among the population, subdivided into age, race and sex categories.

Overall, we estimate that there were about 62,400,000 Americans who visited farms in the one
year period spanning 2000-01, almost 30% of the total population. Most of these farm visitors
(nearly 2/3) took between one and five trips to a farm in the year prior to their being interviewed
for NSRE. Table 9.1 gives a distribution of the estimated number of trips to farms by individuals
over the last year. '

Table 9.1 — Estimated number of people and percentage of population taking trips to
farms in the last 12 months, by number of trips.*

Number of Trips Total Number Participating (in Percent of Population
_ thousands)

lt05 36,900 18

6to 10 8,100 4

11t0 20 4,900 : 2

2 Trip costs includes gas and other travel expenses. The range was from 0 to $450, with distance
traveled ranging between 0 and 1000 miles.




21t0 50 , 4,300 2
50 or more 3,300 2
Don’t Know/Refused 4,900 2
Total . 62,400 30

* Please note that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Reasons for visiting farms. — As summarized in Table 9.2, people visit farms for a number of
reasons and the importance of these reasons varies across farm visitors. We estimate that over 43
million Americans indicated that enjoying the rural scenery around the farm was important in
their decision to go to a farm. An estimated 34 million indicated that visiting family or friends at
their farms is important as a reason for visiting a farm. An estimated 33 million indicated that
learning about or better appreciating that farms are where our food comes from is an important
motivation for visiting. Also, an estimated 11 million indicated that hunting or fishing is an
important aspect of their decision to visit farms.

Within the group of individuals who visited farms, about 85% rate “enjoying rural scenery” as
important or somewhat important; about 40% felt it was important to “watch and participate in.
farm activities”; and about 55% reported that “visiting family and friends” was important. In
contrast, about 70% did not rate hunting and fishing as important, and over 50% did not rate
purchasing agricultural products (or picking fruit) as important.

Table 9.2 — Number and percentage of farm visitors by reason for visiting and importance
of reason, 2000-01.* ‘

Reason for Visiting a Farm Important | Somewhat | Not at all Don’t
Important | Important | Know/Refused

To enjoy the rural Total 43,361 0,899| 8475 401
d the f:

scenery around He farm Percent 70 16 13 1
To visit family or friends | Total 33,415 6,697 21,528 1,510

Percent 53 10 34 3
To learn about or to Total 32,506 11,378 17,736 468
better appreciate where :
our food comes from Percent 53 18 29 0.5
To watch and participate |Total 25,537 15,593 20,467 1650
in farm activities

Percent 39 25 33 4
To purchase agricultural |Total 19,126 7,499 34,895 1620
products '

Percent 28 11 - 51 10
To pick fruit or produce |Total 18,100 8,863, 34,392 - 1,700

Percent 29 14| 55 2




Réason for Visiting ;1 Farm Important | Somewhat | Not at all Don’t
Important | Important | Know/Refused
To spend the night Total 13,897 5,539 30,396 757
Percent 6 2 15 0.4
To hunt or fish Total 10,904 5,319 45,250 640
Percent 18 9 72 1

 *National estimates, in thousands. Percent are percent of the row. Since a séparate question is used for each reason,
each respondent could report that all, or none, of these reasons were “Important”. Please note that due to rounding
row totals may not sum to 62.4 million, and that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical

significance.

Importance of the Landscape en-route. — As summarized in Table 9.3, a large number of people
want to see less development along the roadside on their way to visit a farm. Our estimates show
that they would like to see more woodlands, orchards/vines, and grazing animals along the way.
Most indicated that there is about the right amount of some of the more common landscape
characteristics associated with farms, i.e., farmsteads, croplands, and pasture or range land.

Table 9.3 — Number and percentage of farm visitors by landscape feature along the way
and desire to see more, same or less, 2000-01.*

Landscape Feature Liketo | Aboutthe | Like to Don’t
See More Same See Less | Know/Refused
Woodlands Total 31,640 23,440 4,719 | 2,843
Percent 50 38 7 5
Grazing Animals Total 30,605 24,526 4,188 3338
Percent 49 39 7 5
Lz}nd 1n Orchardsand | Total 30,540 23,744 4,835 4,522
Vines Percent 48 37 8 7
Land in Pasture or Total 22,770 32,185 4,343 3,351
Range Percent 37 51 7 5
‘;a;ﬁisteads Total 21,945 31,391 6,006 3,262
Percent 35 50 10 5
.Croplands Total 18,874 33,777 6,318 3,638
Percent 30 54 10 6
Non-farm Bﬁsiness and | Total 6,410 15,839 37,434 2,925

Residential - '

Development Percent 10 25 60 5




*National estimates, in thousands. Percents are percent of the row. Note that due to rounding, row totals may differ
slightly. Since a separate question is used for each feature, each respondent could report that all, or none, of these
features are in the “Like to See More” category. . Please note that due to rounding row totals may not sum to 62.4
million, and that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

On-farm activities.— People participated in various activities while visiting a farm. We estimated
that 23 million people petted farm animals, over 9 million went on a hay ride or walked through
a corn maze, 5 million went horseback riding and over 3 million milked cows (Table 9.4).

Table 9.4 — Number and percentage of farm visitors participating in selected recreational
activity, in thousands, 2000-01.*

Recreational Activity Total Percent of US population
Pet Farm Animals | 23,515 11
Hay Ride/Corn Maze ' 8,802 4
Horseback Riding 5,366 2
Milk a Cow : “ 3,372 1

*Since a separate question is used for each activity, each respondent could report that he participated in all, or none
of, these activities.

Figure 9.2 — Percentage of farm visitors by recreational activity and age, 2000-01.

‘What Activities Did You Participate In?

100% -
80%
60% -

40% -

20% -

0% -
Hay ride/Maze Horseback Riding Milk a Cow Pet Farm Animals

B16-24 325 -34 B35 - 44 E 45 - 54 B 55 - 64 B 65 and Over O Refused to GiveAgeJ

-Sample Statistics About Farm Trips

In the preceding text, we reported estimated numbers and percentages of the overall U. S.
population 16 or older who visited farms for recreation in 2000-01. In the following sections, we
do not perform this conversion to population estimate. Instead, we focus on percentages of
NSRE respondents who indicated they had either visited a farm or had taken a sightseeing trip to
a rural area with farms in 2000-01. Sample statistics are often used instead of population

weighted statistics to identify differences between groups of survey respondents.



Farm activities, sources of information and trip spending. — In this section, we focus on the
activities people have participated in while visiting a farm, on sources of information for picking
a farm to visit, and on the importance of certain aspects of the farm. Unless otherwise noted, the
following results are based on the 1,329 observations classified as farm visitors.’

As illustrated in Figure 1 (above), while at a farm, most people who took a trip specifically to
visit a farm petted farm animals (67%), many took hay rides or walked through corn mazes,
(24%), while others went horseback riding or milked a cow, (15%) and (10%) respectively.
Some people visited a farm as part of a rural sightseeing trip. For them, visiting a farm was not
the main reason for their rural trip. They decided during the trip to visit a farm. Based on our
sample of 1443 of these rural sightseers, nearly 20% of sightseers decided to visit a rural farm

while on their sightseeing trip.

Overall, word of mouth was the most common source of information used to find out about a
farm to visit. Almost 62% of the people learned of the farm they visited through family or
friends. Many others indicated they learned of the farm by means other than those listed for
them in the survey. Table 9.5 lists individual’s answers to how they heard about the farm.

Table 9.5 — Percent of sample of farm visitors by source of information about the farm they
visited, 2000-01.

Source of Information , Percent
Friends/Family 58
Happened to Pass By 7

- Advertisements 6
Newspaper/Magazine 3
Prior Trip 3
TV/Radio Reports | 1
Internet 1
Other 21

Over 21 percent of respondents who visited a farm indicated that the farm they visited was
owned by either a family member or a friend. One might expect the kind and amount of
expenses for visiting a farm to be different if the farm visited were owned by a family member or
friend. One could also assume that people would usually travel further to see friends and family.
However, in comparison, few differences were evident. We did find a greater percentage of those
visiting a family/friend’s farm were in the highest categories of total spending (which includes
expenditures on farm products), relative to those whose visit was not to a family member or
friend’s farm. Also, those who visited a family/friend’s farm were more likely to have done it to

2

—L-Similar-questions-were-asked of the sample of 1443 “rural sightseers”-In-this-section—however—
we focus only on “farm visitors”. ‘




family/friend’s farm.*

support local farmers, compared to those who did not visit a

Landscape Characteristics en Route. — Overall, the demographics, and reason for visiting
farms, for sightseers were very similar to those of farm visitors. However, as shown in Table 9.6
and 9.7, sightseers’ preferences for landscape characteristics differ somewhat from those who
actually visited a farm. Considering farm visitors first, Table 9.6 shows that about 58% wanted to
see less non-farm business and residential development along the route they took to visit a farm.
Many farm visitors would like to see instead more woodlands and orchards, with 50% saying -
they would like to see more woodlands and 48% want to see more orchards and vineyards. Farm
visitors would also like to see more grazing animals en route (47%). Smaller percentages want
to see more land in pasture (36%), farmsteads (35%), and croplands (29%). It is worth nothing
that while modest percentages indicated they wanted to see more pasture, farmsteads and
croplands; an even lower percentage indicated they wanted to see less of these features.

Table 9.6 — Farm visitor preferences for seven en-route rural landscape features, 2000-01 *

Landscape feature More About the | Less | Don’t know/
(%) same (%) | (%) | Refused (%)

Wobdlands 49 37 7 5

Land in orchards and vines 48 37 8 5

Grazing animals 47 40 6 5

Land in pasture or range 36 52 6 5

Farmsteads 34 51 9 5

Cropland 29 55 10 6

Non-farm business and residential 9 27 58 4

development

* Values are row per cents. Note that due to rounding, row per cents may not add up to 100%. Also, the differences
in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Like farm visitors, sightseers were asked what characteristics of the landscape they would like to
see more or less of while on sightseeing trips. In general, sightseers who included in their trip a
visit to a farm had similar landscape preferences to those who did net visit a farm (on their
sightseeing trip) (Table 9.7). Higher percentages of those who visited a farm wanted to see more
farmsteads and croplands (43 % and 35%) compared to those who did not visit a farm (38% and
31%). Interestingly, sightseers who visited farms had slightly stronger preferences for more
non-farm business and development (15% compared to 11%).

Table 9.7 — Rural sightseer preferences for seven land landscape features, broken down by
those who did and who did not visit a farm, 2000-01 *

More | About the
(%) same (%)

Don’t know/
Refused (%)

Less

Landscape characteristic and whether
(“)

trip included a farm visit

—* We-remind-the reader that differences reported-in this-chapter-have not been tested-for— —~=——
statistical significance.



Landscape characteristic and whether | More | About the Less Don’t know/
trip included a farm visit (%) same (%) (%) Refused (%)
Grazing animals No farm visit 53 33 9 2
| | | Farm visit 54 33 9 2
Woodlands No farm visit 53 34 8 3
Farm visit 49 38 8 4
Land in orchards and vines |No farm visit 50 35 8 5
Farm visit 50 35 9 5
Land in pasture orrange  |No farm visit 37 44 12 4
| Farm visit 37 48 8 53
| Farmsteads No farm visit 38 43 14 4
Farm visit 43 42 11 2
Cropland No farm visit 31 47 16 4
Farm visit 35 47 13 4
Nqn-farm business and No farm visit 11 23 61 3
residential development Farm visit 15 o1 60 3

* Values are row per cents. Note that due to rounding, row per cents may not add up to 100%. Also, the differences
in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Spending Profiles.~-Farm visitors were asked how much they had spent while visiting their
chosen farm and what overall cost they incurred for their most recent trip to a farm (en route and
on the farm). Table 9.8 shows the amount spent on the farm, which for most was $25 or less.
Male respondents had higher percentages spending the greater amounts listed in Table 9.8
compared to women. By age, the 16 — 24 age group generally spent the least, with 45%
spending less than $5 while visiting on the farm. The 35 — 44 age group was most likely to spend
larger sums of money on the farm, more than 14% said they spent over $50.

Table 9.8 — Amount of money spent on the farm, by demographic characteristic, 2000-01.*

Demographic <85 |8$5to $25 rEZYto $50 | $51 to $100 | > $100 | Don’t Know/

characteristic Refused

Gender

Female |Total 106 118 46 11 9 21
Percent 34 38 14 3 2 6

Male Total 85 70 31 19 13 7
Percent 37 31 13 8 5 2




Demographic <85 |85 to $25| $26 to $50 | $51 to $100 | > $100 Don’t Know/
characteristic Refused
Age Group
16-24 Total 28 18 9 0 1 5
v Percent 45 29 14 0 1 8
25-34 Tdtal | 38 31 11 5 4 7
Percent 39 32 11 5 4 7
35-44 Total 35 45 23 10 8 4
Percent 27 35 18 8 6 3
45-54 Total 39 33 19 8 2 1
. | Percent 38 32 18 7 2 1
55-64 Total 19 23 6 5 4 4
Percent 31 37 9 8 6 6
65and | Total 27 | 36 5 2 3 3
MV |Percent | 35 47 6 2 3 3
Reﬁ}sed Total 6 5 5 0 0 1
to give _
age Percent 31 26 26 0 0 S

* Note that number may not add up due to missing values for the demographics variables. Please note that the
differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Overall, about 35% of the surveyed farm visitors said the overall cost of their trip (en route and
on the farm) was $10 or less, with almost 20% not spending anything. Almost 50% spent
between $5 and $50, and about 20% spent over $50. The amount spent on the farm and the
overall cost of the trip appear to be positively correlated, i.e., on the more expensive trips, people
tended to spend more money while at the farm.

Regional differences.— As with other comparisons we have made in this chapter, comparing
percentages broken out by regions generally reveals more similarities than differences. In this
section, we will mostly leave it to the reader to identify regional differences, and to attach
significance to similarities. Table 9.9 shows how much more or less of each identified landscape
characteristic respondent farm visitors would like to see en route, region by region. Regions are
defined using the U. S. Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service Farm Resource

“Regions. These regions are well recogmzed by the agricultural commumty, likely the primary
user of the results in the chapter.’

5 See Appendix for a list of ERS Farm Resource Regions, and Beale code definition.




Here are a few examples of some of the differences in Table 9.9. When asked about seeing
animals grazing en route to a farm for a recreational visit, just over one half of the Northern
Crescent, Northern Great Plains, and the Fruitful Rim region respondents said that they would
like to see more. Nearly two-thirds, 65%, of individuals in the Northern Great Plains wanted to
see more woodlands. Some respondents from the Northern Great Plains (23%), the Mississippi

Portal (21%), and the Eastern Uplands (16%) wanted to see more non-farm development.

Table 9.9 — Percentages of farm visitors indicating their preferences for more, same or less
of the listed landscape features en route to the farm they visited by region of the country,

2000-01.*
North- | North-| Prairie | East- | South- | Fruit- | Basin | Missi-
Landscape | Preference for |Heart-| ern ern | Gate- | ern ern ful & ssippi
Feature Amount of [land |Crescent| Great | way |Upland| Sea- | Rim | Range | Portal
Feature En [(%) (%) |Plains | (%) (%) |board | (%) | (%) | (%)
Route (%) (%)
Woodlands |Less 9 8 11 12 2 5 6 4 15
About the same 33 40 16 38 43 35 37 37 34
More 50 47 65 43 52 50 51 54 42
Landsin |Less 8 6 6 13 5 4 7 9 15
Orchards | About the same 38 37 30 37 35 40 34 40 36 -
and Vines |More 46 50.27 48 43 54 44 53 43 39
Grazing Less 6 5 4 4 7 4 6 7 2
Animals About the same 43 37 39 53 43 38 34 48 47
More 43 51 51 39 45 46 53 36 39
Land in Less 6 8 6 4 3 6 5 9 10
Pasture About the same 54 52 55 58 55 47 45 50 47
More 31 34 . 25 36 37 36 43 31 34
Farmsteads |Less 8 8 9 10 8 9 7 18 7
About the same 53 49 44 52 48 50 50 53 55
More 31 35 44 35 38 31 36 25 28
Cropland |Less 12 9 6 12 10 6 10 10 7
About the same 59 54 58 53 51 55 49 59 63
More 21 30 23 30 33 26 34 24 21
Nonfarm |Less 56 61 44 68 52 53 64 57 26
Develop- | About the same 27 27 30 23 25 25 22 33 47
ment More 7 7 23 5 16 10 7 7 21

Note: Percentages of respondents indicating they did not know how to respond to the question or refusing the
question are not shown. Please note that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.



Table 9.10 shows percentages of farm visitors for each region by the activities in which they
participated while visiting a farm. While individuals from all regions were likely to have petted
farm animals, they were least likely to have milked a cow. However, for other activities there
are some regional differences in the level of participation. The largest difference is found in the
going for a hay ride, and walking through a corn maze, activities. Percentages participating
range from 29% of respondents from the Northern Crescent having participated, to only 10%
from the Mississippi Portal. The reader is invited to explore for other regional differences.

Table 9.10 — Percentages of farm visitors by activity on farm and by region, 2000-01.
Milk a cow Horseback |Hay ride/corn| Petfarm
(%) riding (%) maze (%) animals (%)
Heartland 7 13 27 67
Northern Crescent 11 13 29 _ 72
Northern Great Plains 12 18 18 63
Prairie Gateway 11 | 21 18 68
Eastern Uplands 10 16 15 65
Southern Seaboard 13 18 20 61
Fruitful Rim 8 11 23 64
Basin & Range 11 24 28 73
Mississippi Portal | 3 16 10 56

* Please note that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Table 9.11 shows the importance of each of an array of reasons for visiting a farm by region.
Visiting friends and family was much higher as a reason for Prairie Gateway farm visitors
compared to any other region, 72%, compared to the second highest region, Eastern Uplands, at
61%. The Northern Crescent had the highest percentage of respondents who rated visiting
friends and family as not at all important, 41%.

In general, hunting and fishing was not important across all regions. About one quarter of the
respondents in the Northern Great Plains (25%), Prairie Gateway (25%), Eastern Uplands (24%),
and The Southern Seaboard (24%) indicated that hunting or fishing was an important reason for
their farm visit. The Northern Crescent (74%) and Fruitful Rim (74%) had the highest
percentage say that hunting and fishing was not at all important. Another reason for visiting
farms that show relatively large differences is in the importance of staying the night. Nearly a
third of the individuals from the Prairie Gateway (36%), Eastern Uplands (32%), and the Fruitful
Rim (33%) said staying the night was important. Staying the night was least important in the
Northern Crescent where 68% rated it as not at all important. There was little correlation shown
between staying the night and visiting a family or friend’s farm across the regions shown.

Table 9.11 — Percentage of farm visitors indicating different levels of importance for
reasons for visiting farms for recreation by region of the country, 2000-01*




North- |North- |Prairie |East- |South- |Fruit- |Basin |Missi-
Heart- |ern ern Gate- |ern ern ful & ssippi
land |Crescent |Great |way Upland |Sea- |Rim [Range Portal
%) |(%) Plains | (%) (%) board [(%0) |[(%0) |(%)
(%) %)
Enjoy the |Important 75 76 76 73 74 74 75 68 65. -
rural Somewhat imp. 13- 13 16 20 18 17 14 15 21
scenery Not at all imp. 9 8 4 6 5 5 7 13 10
Visit family | Important 56 47 29 72 60 56 53 50 57
orfriends |Somewhat imp. 15 9 5 4 10 12 10 16 13
Not at all imp. 25 41 8 2 27 29 33 30 26
To learn Important 45 50 39 53 47 48 46 45 50
about Somewhat imp. 21 19 20 9 13 15 19 15 13
farming Not at all imp. 30 28 37 37 37 31 31 36 34
Watch/part. | Important 44 44 44 37 36 35 43 45 50
in farm Somewhat imp. 28 25 32 26 24 22 24 22 28
activities | Not at all imp. 24 28 20 35 37 37 30 28 15
Pick fruit or | Important 24 32 16 26 29 .34 32 . 22 34
produce Somewhat imp, 20 15 11 12 13 11 10 10 18
Not at all imp. 52 50 69 60 56 50 55 63 42
Purchase |Important 25 35 18 25 29 32 34 21 31
agricultural | Somewhat imp. 12 14 9 13 5 10 10 15 15
products Not at all imp. 59 48 69 60 63 53 52 60 50
Spend the |Important 24 20 27 36 32 27 33 21 23
night Somewhat imp. 10 8 9 15 7 16 10 13 18
Not at all imp. 62 68 58 47 58 50 54 60 55
Hunt or fish | Important 16 16 25 25 24 24 14 22 31
Somewhat imp. 12 6 18 11 11 10 7 12 15
Not at all imp. 69 74 53 63 62 61 74 62 | 50

*Percentages of respondents indicating they did not know how to respond to the question or refusing the question
are not shown. Please note that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Finally, to lend perspective to the importance of farm recreation to farm owners economically,
Table 9.12 reports estimates of total and average annual income generated by recreation on farms
as reported by farmers® for each region. In total, recreational income provides farmers with
approximately $800 million per annum. Over two-thirds of this income is generated in the
Northern Crescent region (including New England, Wisconsin, Michigan and New York) and
Fruitful Rim (including California, Oregon, Washington, and the Gulf Coast). In contrast, for
farms in the Eastern Uplands (West Virginia, Northwestern Arkansas, Southern Missouri,
Eastern Tennessee, Eastern Kentucky, and Northeastern Alabama), total income from recreation
is less then $5 million per year. It is also noteworthy that approximately 2% of US farms obtain
income from on-farm recreation, suggesting that income from on-farm recreation may be
substantial for the few farmers receiving it.

Table 9.12 — Total annual and average farm income generated by recreation by region of
the country (before expenses)

6 Source: Economics Research Service, USDA: Agricultural Resource Management Survey, 2000 and 2001,




Average total income | Average income | % of farms with

Region across all farms, per per farm per income from on-

year (in $1,000) year farm recreation
Heartland $38,500 $90.00 7%
Northern Crescent $298,000 $963.00 2%
Northern Great Plains $14,000 $138.00 5%
Prairie Gateway $79,000 $267.00 4%
Eastern Uplands $5,000 $14.00 1%
Southern Seaboard $37,800 $161.00 3%
Fruitful Rim $278,600 $1,127.00 3%
Basin & Range $36,700 $437.00 6 %
Mississippi Portal $8,000 $69.00 1%
TOTAL $796,000 $368.00 2%

Please note that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Urban/Rural Differences.— On the farm, individuals tended to participate in the same activities

whether they were from urban or rural communities (Table 9.13). Across metro and non-metro

counties, petting farm animals was the most popular activity (45% and 65%, respectively),

- followed by hay rides/corn mazes (27% and 18%, respectively), horseback riding (15% and
14%), and milking cows (9% and 11%).

- Table 9.13 — Percentages of farm visitors participating in four activities by metro and non-
metro residence, 2000-01.

Area of Residence Milk a cow Horseback® | Hay ride/ corn | Pet farm animals
(%) riding (%) maze (%) (%)

Metro counties 9 - 15 27 45

Non-metro counties 11 14 - 18 65

Please note that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Table 9.14 compares percentages of urban and rural respondents by landscape characteristics
they would like to see more or less of while en route to visit a farm. In general, there were few
differences between respondents from metro counties compared to those from non-metro
counties. However, when more finely defined using a continuum between metro and non-metro
counties (see Beale code definitions at the end of this chapter), a few differences are evident.
For example, small metro counties had nearly 20% of respondents reporting that they would like
to see more non-farm development en route to the farm. This is much different from moderately
large near-metro counties where only 4% of farm visiting respondents indicated that they would
like to see more non-farm development. Another characteristic of note is croplands. Large metro
counties had only 18% of respondents saying they would like to see more cropland, compared to
one-quarter to one-third of farm visiting respondents who live in less populated counties wanting

to see more cropland.




Table 9.14 — Percentages of farm visitors indicating they would like to see more or see less of
landscape characteristics by urban or rural residence, 2000-01.

Metro Counties (%) Rural Counties (%)
Woodlands More 51 ‘ 48 -
About the same 36 39
Less : 8 8
Lands in Orchards and {More 49 ' 48
Vines About the same 38 36
Less 7 9
Grazing Animals More 49 44
About the same 38 45
Less 6 6
Land in Pasture More 36 35
About the same 51 53
Less 7 7
Farmsteads More 34 35
About the same : 50 52
Less 9 o 8
Cropland  |More 4 31 26
About the same 53 57
Less 10 10
Nonfarm Development | More 10 8
About the same 25 30
Less 59 57

Please note that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Between metro and non-metro residents who visited farms, the importance of various reasons for
visiting varied only a little (Table 9.15). More respondents from smaller, non-metro counties felt
that visiting family and friends was important than did others from larger and fully metro
counties. Individuals from most counties felt that visiting farms to purchase agricultural
products was important. But respondents from large fringe counties, and those from very small
non-metro counties, did not feel that purchasing products was as important. Only about 20%
from large metro fringe counties and 21% from rural counties rated visiting family or friends as
important, compared to the range of 24% to 33% from the remaining counties. Hunting and
fishing seems to have been more important to farm visitors from non-metro as compared with
metro counties. Over one-third of respondents from non-metro counties rated hunting and
fishing as either an important or somewhat important reason for their visit.

Table 9.15 — Percentage of farm visiting respondents indicating the importance of various
reasons for visiting a farm by metro and non-metro residence, 2000-01.

Metro Counties (%) |Rural Counties (%)




Metro Counties (%)

Rural Counties (%) ’

To enjoy the rural | Important 75 75
scenery around the |Somewhat important 16 16
Not at all important 8 8
To visit family or Important 52 61
friends Somewhat important 11 13
Not at all important 36 25
To learn about, or to [Important 47 51
better appreciate Somewhat important 18 17
where food comes | Not at all important 33 30
from
To watch and Important 42 44
participate in farm | Somewhat important 25 27
activities Not at all important 32 26
To purchase Important 32 29
agricultural products | Somewhat important 13 11
Not at all important 53 58
To pick fruit or Important 29 30
produce Somewhat important 14 15
Not at all important' 55 53
To spend the night [Important 28 25
Somewhat important 11 12
Not at all important 59 60
To hunt or fish Important 15 28
Somewhat important 8 12
Not at all important 74 58

Please note that the differences in this table have not been tested for statistical significance.

Conclusions

In this chapter we took a broad look at American participation in on-farm recreation. While
further analysis is in order, it does seem that visiting farms, either as a primary purpose of a trip
or as part of a rural sightseeing outing, is a popular activity. We estimate that over 60 million
Americans (over 30% of the population) made one or more recreational visits to farms during the
past year. While many of these visits were to family and friends, a majority were not.

People valued a number of different attributes of their farm trips. Purchasing agricultural
products and picking fruit and vegetables was important, but enjoying the rural scenery around
the farm, and learning where our food comes from, was more important. Interestingly, petting
farm animals was the most frequent on-farm activity mentioned. In general, en-route to a farm
people would like to see more woodlands and grazing animals, about the same amount of
farmland, and less “development”.




When broken down across regions, and along socioeconomic lines, the data do not reveal any
striking patterns. Although there are a few noticeable differences (for example, hunting was
more important in the Northern Great Plains then in the Northern Crescent), the overall
impression is that visiting farms is an activity that is enjoyed by people all across America.

Appendix

The 9 USDA Economic Research Service regions are roughly defined as:

. Heartland — Iowa, Northern Missouri, Illinois, Indiana, Western

Ohio

. Northern Crescent — New England, Wisconsin, Michigan, New York,
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Southeastern Ohio, Northeastern Minnesota

. Northern Great Plains — Eastern Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Eastern
Wyoming

. - Prairie Gateway — Central Texas, Western Oklahoma Eastern New Mexico,
Kansas, Southern Nebraska, Eastern Utah

. Eastern Uplands — West Virginia, Northwestern Arkansas, Southern Mlssourl
Eastern Tennessee, Eastern Kentucky, Northeastern Alabama

. Southern Seaboard — Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina (except coastal

region), Georgia (except coastal region), Alabama (except northeastern),
Southeastern Mississippi, Eastern Texas, Northwestern Louisiana

. Fruitful Rim — Washington, Western Oregon, California (except eastern),
Southern Idaho, Arizona, Southern border of Texas, Florida, Coastal Georgia,
Coastal South Carolina

. Basin and Range — Western Montana, Western Wyoming, Western Colorado,
Western New Mexico, Utah (except eastern), Nevada, Central Oregon, Eastern
California, Northern Idaho

. Mississippi — Eastern Arkansas, Western Tennessee, Mississippi (except

southeastern), Eastern Louisiana

For further details, please see
http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/aib760/aib-760.pdf

The urban-rural Beale codes are defined as:

Metro Counties:

0 Central counties of metro areas of 1 million population or more

1 Fringe counties of metro areas of 1 million population or more

2 Counties in metro areas of 250,000 to 1 million population

3 Counties in metro areas of fewer than 250,000 populatlon

Non-metro Counties:

Urban population of 20,000 or more, adjacent to a metro area

Urban population of 20,000 or more, not adjacent to a metro area

Urban population of 2,500 to 19,999, adjacent to a metro area

Urban population of 2,500 to 19,999, not adjacent to a metro area

Completely rural or fewer than 2,500 urban population, adjacent to a metro area
Completely rural or fewer than 2,500 urban population, not adjacent to a metro area

O 0 QN



For fuﬁher details, please see http://www.ers.usda. gov/brieﬁng/rufality/RuralUrbCon/



Rural landowner liability for recreational
injuries: Myths, perceptions, and realities

B.A. Wright, R.A. Kaiser, and S. Nicholls

ABSTRACT: Concern about closure of private, rural lands to outdoor recreation has been
documented in the research literature for several decades. While many reasons for this
phenomenon have been posited, liability for recreational injuries has been identified as a
particularly worrisome problem for landowners. However, landowners’ perceptions of liability are
not commensurate with the reality of legal risks. This article examines rural landowner liability
risks through an analysis of the 5o state recreation-use statutes intended to protect landowners
from legal exposure tied to injuries sustained on their land. Further, data from the 637 appellate
court cases heard since 1965 involving recreational injuries were compiled and analyzed based
on the characteristics of the landowner (public or private), recreation activity pursued at the time
of injury, and actual liability exposure. Although the focus of this article is primarily on the
liability risks of private landowners and organizations, public agencies also are discussed.
Recreation-use statutes are increasingly used in"government defense, and cases provide more
depth in understanding the reality of landowner liability. Recommendations to agencies
lconcerned with access to private lands and suggestions for future research are included.

Keywords: Private lands, landowners, liability, recreational access, recreational injuries

It has long been recognized that access to
privately owned rural lands must play a
strategic role in meeting the increasing
demand for public outdoor recreation. The
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
‘Commission (1962), perhaps the most com-
prehensive assessment of outdoor recreation
demand ever conducted, predicted that the
demand for outdoor recreation opportunities
would triple by the year 2000. These demand
projections were reached by 1977, 23 years
earlier than expected (Resources for the
Future, 1983). A decade later, the President’s
Commiission on Americans Outdoors (1987)
reiterated the strategic necessity of increasing
access to and use of private lands as a partial
solution for satisfying the growing demand
for outdoor recreation. This strategy is still
umportant today as public agencies with
limited resources struggle to keep pace with
outdoor recreation demands. '

In an effort to encourage greater private
sector involvement in meeting these outdoor
’r‘ccrcation demands, a growing number of
technical reports and conference proceedings
have informed rural landowners of income
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opportunities and offered guidance on the
operation of access programs (Copeland,
1998; Crispell, 1994; Kays et al., 1998; Lynch
and Robinson, 1998; US. Department of
Commerce, 1990; Yarrow, 1990). These
reports universally point to the need to

- provide legal, financial, business, and market-

ing information to landowners. This need to
inform landowners is most acute in the area
of liability risks. If public access programs are
to be successful, landowners need to under-
stand and manage the legal risks associated
with outdoor recreation enterprises.

In 1987, the National Private Land
Ownership Study provided the first national
assessiment of the access problem. Reesearchers
found that only 25% of the nation’s private
landowners granted access to people to
whom they were not personally acquainted
(Wright et al, 1988). Among the firdings,
landowners in northern states allowed greater
recreational access (31%) than did owners
in the South (13%). When the study was
repeated in 1997, the number of landowners

* granting access to people with whom they

had no personal connections decreased

- licensed hunters in

dramatically. Nationally, only 12% of the
landowners allowed recreational access—a
decrease of 50% from 10 years earlier (Teasley
et al, 1997). Again, landowners in the North
had a higher propensity (16%) to open their
land than did southern owners (6.5%).

This finding has significant implications
for state fish and wildlife agencies, because
the majority of federal and state funding for
wildlife management comes from hunting
and fishing license sales and from federal
excise taxes on hunting and ﬁshjng equip-
ment (Wildlife Conservation Fund, 1996).
Federal statistics indicate that the number of
the United Srates
decreased by 10% between 1982 and 1998
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife-Service, 1998). One of
the reported reasons for this drop in license
sales is the lack of access to public and private
areas (McMullin et al., 2000).

Through the years, access research has ‘
identified a number of factors that keep
landowners from granting access (Brown,
197'4;7Brown et al., 1984; Copeland, 1998;
Durrell, 1968; Holecek and Westfall, 1977;
Wright and Fesenmaier, 1990). Wright et al.

. (1988) postulated that five domains influence

landowner access policies. These include: (1)
landowner perceptions of users; (2) landowner
objectives for the land; (3) economic incen-
tives; (4) landowner adversity to certain uses
(such as hunting); and (5) liability and risk
concerns.

Liability concerns are a domain influenc-
ing landowner access decisions. The fear of
being sued or being held liable for injuries
sustained by recreational users has consistently
been cited as a primary concern of land-
owners (Holecek and Westfall, 1977; Kaiser
and Wright, 1985; Womach et al., 1975). Even
though all states have taken significant steps to
insulate landowners from liabilicy when they
grant free recreational access, liability remains
a concern among landowners and a barrier to
public access (Becker, 1990; Copeland, 1998).

This article examines rural landowner lia-
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ility risks through an analysis of state recre-
ation-use statutes and appellate court cases
dealing with outdoor recreation injuries,
focusing primarily on private landowners and
organizations. However, public agencies are
mentioned because recreation-use statutes are
increasingly used in government defense of
injury lawsuits. Factors that influence
landowner decisions to accept or restrict
public access for outdoor recreation, includ-
ing the perception and reality of landowner
Liability exposures associated with public
acéess, also are discussed. The Lexis/Nexis
computer retrieval system was used to com-
pile recreation-use statutes and appellate
court data. Statutes were analyzed against a set
of landowner duty and lability parameters
common to outdoor recreation and access
programs. Appellate court data were analyzed
based on the characteristics of the landowner
(public or private), recreation activity pursued
at the time of injury, and actual landowner
liability exposure. Finally, recomumendations
are offered -for public agencies and land-
owners interested In increasing access and
contemplating public access programs.

downer Liability

rivate landowner lability concerns are
congruent with those of public park and
recreation agencies vexed by the increasingly
litigious nature of American society (Kaiser,

1986). As with many public policy issues,
recreation liability concerns are imbued with
certain myths, perceptions, and realities.

" Liability perceptions. NMost landowner
public access studies indicate that Jandowners
are concerned about the threat of liability and
often use this as a justification to restrict
public access (Brown et al., 1984; Cordell and
English, 1987, Gramann et al., 1985; Wildlife
Management Institute, 1983; Wright and
Kaiser, 1986). Liability as a barrier to public
access is a constraint also recognized by state

wildlife administrators. Wright et al. (2001)

found that administrators rated liability as
the second-most-significant access problem
facing landowners, exceeded only by con-
cerns about trespass.
- Reesearch has clearly identified landowners”
concerns about Hability but has done licde
more than document that such liability is
perceived as a problem. Lack of knowledge
arding recreation accident rates or
wner protections provided by state law
ibute to this perception. Only 29 of the
state wildlife administrators reported that
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their states had legislation minimizing
landowner liability, even though all states have
enacted recreation-use statutes protecting
landowners from lability (Wright et al,
2001).

The reality of landowner liability.
Common-law tort and property rules govern
landowner duties and obligations to recre-
ational users. Under these rules, recreational

~ users are categorized as invitees, licensees, or

trespassers. These categories are important
because they establish the legal obligations of
landowners in their relationships with recre-
ational users. Among the three categories,
invitees receive the greatest legal protection,
licensees moderate protection, and trespassers
litdde protection. '
An invitee is a person expressly or implic-
itly invited on the property by the land-
owner for a public or a business purpose
(Restatement Second of Torts, §332, 1965).
For example, if a hunter leases or pays an
access fee to the landowner, the hunter may
be classified as an invitee. Under this circum-
stance, the landowner owes the highest duty-

_of care to the invitee. In layman’s terms, the

landowner has a duty to (1) inspect the prop-
erty and facilities to discover hidden dangers,

(2) remove the hidden dangers or warn the

user about them, (3) keep the property and
facilities in reasonably safe repair, and (4)
anticipate foreseeable activities by users and
take precautions to protect users from reason-
ably foreseeable dangers (Kaiser, 1986).

Although this is a daunting task, the
landowner is not required to ensure or guar-
antee the safety of the invitee. Landowners
only have to use reasonable efforts in fulfilling
these duties to prevent an unreasonable risk
of injury. ’

A licensee is anyone who enters the
property by permission only, without any
economic or other inducement to the
landowner (Prosser and Keeton, 1984).
Commonly, a licensee is a social guest whose
use of the property is gratuitous and not
economically beneficial to the landowner
(Restatement Second of Torts, §330, 1965).
For example, a person permitted to hunt on
a ranchers land without paying a fee is a
licensee. The landowner’s duty of care to a
licensee is the same as to the invitee, except
that the landowner does not have a duty
to inspect the property to discover hidden
dangers. However, once a landowner
becomes aware of a hidden danger, there is a
duty to warn the licensee of this hidden con-

dition. Conversely, a landowner has no duty
to warn the licensee of dangers that are
known, open, or obvidus to a reasonable
person. ;

The law affords the adult trespassér scant
legal protection. A trespasser is 2 person who
is on the property of another without any
right, lawful authority, expressed or implied
invitation or permission (Restatement
Second of Torts, §329, 1965). Generally; a
landowner has no duty to maintain the land
for the safety of the adult trespasser, except
that a landowner cannot intentionally, will-
fully, or wantonly injure a trespasser (Katko,
1971). Most states have adopted an exception
known as “the discovered trespasser rule,”
requiring that landowners exercise reasonable
care to not Injure the discovered trespasser
(Prosser and Keeton, 1984). The landowner
has an obligation not to do something that
would harm the trespasser. For example, if a
landowner observes a trespasser entering a
rifle range, that landowner has an obligation
to stop firing and close the range until the
trespasser is removed.

Landowner Liability Under Recreation-
Use Statutes
In an effort to encourage landowners to

‘make their lands available for public recreation

use, all 50 states have adopted recreation-use
statutes (Table 1). Most of these statutes are
patterned after the Council of State
Governments” model act (1965), which was
based on previously enacted lability protec-
tion legislation in 14 states. (See dates in Table
1) The underlying theory of the model act’is
that landowners protected from lability will
allow recreational use of their land, thus, reduc-
ing state expenditures to provide such areas.
Although the statutes vary in desail, they

_are all similar in limiting landowner liability

and in altering the common-law duty of care.
In effect, the statutes provide significantly
greater liability protection for the landowner
than is available under common law: As out-
lined in Table 1, most state statutes explicitly
provide that the landowner has no duty to: (1)

“warn the recreation user of hidden dangers,

(2) keep the property reasonably safe, or (3)
provide assurances of safety to recreational
users.

Only Alaska, Arizona, Massachusetts,
Montana, Ohio, Oregon, Vermont, and
Washington do "not explicitly exempt
landowners from these specific duties, but
they do linit landowner liability.



Table 1. Analysis of state recreational-use statutes.

Liability _ Protection
. for gross retained for
Duty to Duty to Assure negligence/ public Protection
» Year warn of - Keep land safe willful agency lease lost if
State enacted hazards land safe for use misconduct payments fee charged
Alabama Not No, if use for
Ala. Code 1965 No No No Yes specified noncommercial
§ 35-15-1 P purpose
Alaska
Not Not Not , Not :
5 glga 'ssétaztéo 1980 specified specified specified Yes specified Yes
" Arizona »

. - Not Not Not Not Yes/no, only for
Angz's%i/'sgtlat' 1983 specified specified specified Yes specified . nonprofit corp.
Arkansas ) ) N ided f
Ark. State. Ann. 1965 No No No Yes Yes 9. prong ed fees

§ 18-11-301 only to offset costs
California ) : .
Govt. Code 1963 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 846 : :
Colorado : Not
Cg%.&RfI:lsotit. 1963 specified | No No Yes Yes Yes
Connecticut .
Yes/no, if fee to
G§egé§tsa;tfs 1971 No No No Yes Yes harvest firewood
Delaware
Del. Code tit 7 1953 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 5901 - .
Florida .
Fla. Stat. 1963 No No No . Yes - Yes Yes
§ 375.251 ’
Georgia .
Ga. Code 1965 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§51-3-20
Hawaii
Hawaii Rev. Stat. 1969 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 520-1
Idaho ' Not
Igzhglcso:: 1976 No No No specified Yes Yes
lllinois Yes/no, fees for
§ 745 ILCS 1965 No No No No Yes land conservation
65/1 altowed
Indiana ) Not
Ind. Code Ann. 1969 ified No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 14-22-10-2 specitie
lowa 7
fowa Code Ann. 1967 No No No Yes Yes Yes
8§ 461C.1
Kansas )
Kansas Stat. Ann. 1965 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 58-3201
Kentucky :
Ky. Rev. Stat. 1968 ~ No- No No Yes Yes Yes

§150.645; §411.190

Table 1 Continued
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Table 1. Continued

Liabijity Protection
for gross retained for
Duty to Duty to Assure negligence/ public Protection
Year warn of keep fand safe willful agency lease lost if
State enacted hazards land safe for use misconduct payments fee charged
Louisiana
La. Rev. Stat. 1964 No No No Yes . Yes Yes
§ 9:2791 : _
Maine Yes/no, fees
Me. Rev. Stat. title 14 1879 No No No. Yes Yes “allowed if use is
§159-A noncommercial
Maryland ) » -
Md. Code Nat. Res. 1957 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 51101
Massachusetts ‘
Not Not Not Yes/ng, voluntary
Mass. Gen. Law 1972 5 . X Yes Yes
ch. 21 § 17C v specn‘ied specified specified paymentsvalloweq
- Michigan Only v Not Yes/no, fees allowed
Mich. Comp. Laws 1953 No, unless reasonably Not Yes specified for hunting, fishing
§ 324.73301 known safe specified P and crop harvests
_Minhesota .
Min. Stat. 1961 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 604A.20 B
Mississippi
Miss. Code 1978 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 89-2-1
Missouri
Mo. Ann Stat. 1983 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 537.345
Montana
Not Not
Mont. Rev. Code 1965 e X No Yes Yes Yes
§ 70-16-301 specified specified
Nebraska
. Yes/no, group
Neb. Rev. Stat. 1965 No No No Yes Yes rentaI/fees allowed
§ 37-729 .
Nevada
Nev. Rev. Stat. - 1963 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§41.510
New Hampshire _ “Not Yes/no, .fee-s
N.H. Rev. Stat. 1961 No No No Yes specified for crop picking
§212.34 i allowed
“New Jersey .
N.J. Stat. 1968 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 2A:42A-2
New Mexico - Not
N.M. Stat. 1973 o No No Yes Yes Yes
§17-4-7 specified
New York
N.Y. Gen. Law 1963 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§9-103
North Caralina Yes/no, fees to
Not Not Not
N.C. . . s e N Yes cover damages
%%%‘that 1995 No specified specified specified ; allowed
North Dakota Not y
N.D. Cent. Code 1965 No No specified Yes Yes es

§ 53-08-1

Table 1 Continued
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Tabie 4. Continued
Liability FProtection
for grass retained for
Duty to Duty te Assure . negligence/ public Protection
Year warn of keep land safe willful agency lease fost if
State enacted hazards land safe for use misconduct payments fee charged
Chio : o
; Not Not i X Not -
Ohio Rev. . S . ; o
§ ivs'?’?iegmn 1963 specified specified No specified Yes Yes
Oklahoma ] . _
Okla. Stat. Ann. 1965 No No No " Yes Yes . . Yes
title 76 §1301 . :
Oregon ‘ ) Yes/no, fee for
Not Not Not Not ! :
Or. Rev. Stat. 1971 . X X - Yes Lo firewood cutting
3 105'570 specified ‘specxﬁed specified specified allowed
Pennsylvania )
Pa. Stat. title 68 1965 No No No Yes Yes ' Yes
§ 4771 s
Rhode Island ) - S
R.l. Gen. Law 1978 . No No No Yes Yes Yes
§3261
South Carolina )
S.C. Code 1962 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 27-3-10 N . ' k
South Dakota . . Yes/no,
S.D. Codified. Laws 1966 - No No. No Yes Yes nonmonetary gift
§ 20912 . v . of less than $100
Tennessee . .
Tenn. Code Ann. . 1965 . No No . No i Yes Yes Yes
§70-7-101; 11-10-101 '
Texas ’ : . | Not No, fees eq\ual to
Civ. Prac. & Rem. 1965 No No No Yes specified 2x or 4x property
Code § 75.001 : | : taxes allowed
Utah . ) Not
Utah Code . 1971 No No No Yes . Yes
§ 57141 specified R
Vermont ' . Yes/no, fees for _
. Not Not Not Not .
Vt. Stat. title 10 1967 o X . Yes - firewood cutting
§5212 - specified specified specified ' specified " allowed
Virginia : Yes/no, fees for
Va. Code © 1950 No No No Yes Yes firewood cutting
§ 29.1-509 allowed
Washington L ’ . Yes/no, fees for
Not Not Not Not .
Wash. Rev. Code 67 . : X Yes . firewood cutting
§ 4.24.200 19 specified specified specified ‘ e specified allowed
West Virginia ) Not |
W.Va. Code | 1965 No . No No - Yes o No, fees up to
§ 19-25-1 i o _ specified $50/person/year
Wisconsin ) Not No, fee revenue
Wisc. Stat. 1963 No No specified Yes Yes up to $2000/year
§ 895.52 : P allowed
Wyoming
Wyo. Stat. 1965 No No No Yes Yes Yes
§ 34-19-101

In addition to eliminating these specific ~ or omission of the recreational user. The New  premises for a sport or recreational activity or pur-
Plandowner duties, all state statutes contain a  Jersey statute provides an illustrative example:  pose does not thereby assume responsibility for or
general disclaimer of liability for an injury to “An owney, lessee or occupant of premises who  incur liability for any injury to person or property
a recreational user caused by the commission  gives permission to another to enter tipon such  caused by any act of persons to whoni the perimnis-

[ a1t ~nna VATt £7 Miaeacn 3 | 127 |



!ion is"granted (N. J. State Ann. 2A.42A-3
©)(3).”
Major exceptions. While landowners enjoy
significant liability protection under these
statutes, they are not without legal risks.

Landowners may be lable for user injuries.

when they (1) willfully fail to warn.or guard
against 2 dangerous condition on their prop-
erty, or (2) charge an access or use fee. These
exceptions have implications for landowners
seeking to generate income from public
access. :

Willful conduct or gross negligence. Except
for Idaho, Illinois, North Carolina; and Ohio,
all other state statutes contain provisions that
hold a landowner liable for certain types of
bad conduct (Table 1). This landowner bad
conduct is expressed as acts of willful miscon-
duct or gross negligence. For example, the
Kentucky statute provides that:

“This section shall not limit the liability which
wouild othenwise exist for willful or malicious failure
10 guard or warn against a dangerous condition, usc,
structure or activity (Ky. Rev. Stat. 150.645).”

Consequently, a landowner aware of a
“dangerous situation has an affirmative duty to

yrn of the danger. The “discovered danger

” requires action. However, the rule does

t require the landowner to inspect the
property to discover dangerous situations.
For exarple, if a landowner discovers an
abandoned well that is covered by brush, the
landowner has a duty to warn guests of the
location of the danger or to fill in the well to
remove the hazard. ‘

State recreation-use statutes do not gener-
ally define. willful conduct or gross negli-
gence, leaving the courts to determine what
constitutes such behavior. Some states reserve
“willful and malicious conduct” only for
intentional or hateful acts (Moua, 1991),
while other states include inaction that disre-
gards possible harmful results (Burnett; 1982;
Estate of Thomas, 1975; Krevics, 1976;
Mandel, 1982; McGruder, 1972; Miller, 1976;
Newman, 1993; North, 1981).An example of
an intentional willful act would be if a
landowner stretched a cable at neck height
across a trail to deter snowmobile use, where-
as willful disregard of consequences would bé
if a landowner knew that a cable existed and
did nothing sbout it.

-Charging a fee for access. Most recreation-

e stacutes do not provide liability protection
n the landowner charges an access or use
Thirty-one states provide landowner

protection only for free access. Generally, the
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courts have strictly interpreted this gratu-
irous-use requirement so that the landowner
cannot charge a fee and retain liability
protection (Copeland, 1970; Graves, 1982;
Hallacker, 1986; Kesner, 1975; Schoonmaker,
1986:Veeneman, 1985). -

During the last two decades, there has been
a trend to relax the fee restriction. Nineteen

states allow landowners to impose limited fees

and charges for recreational use and still retain
the protection (Table 1).Texas and Wisconsin
allow landowners to generate significant
income from recreational access and use,
while the other 17 states limit fees to certain
uses or cap fee amounts. ‘

Fees for harvesting plant products. Severt

states—Connecticut, Michigan, New
Hampshire, Oregon, Vermont, Virginia, and
Washington—specifically allow® landowners
to charge 'fees for harvesting crops (gleaning)
or gathering firewood and not lose liability
protection (Table 1). These states do not cap
the fee amount or the amount of annual
revenue that can be generated from fees.
Consequently, landowners can realize sub-
stantial revenue, depending on the size of
“pick.your own” operations.

In addition: to the seven states that allow
gleaning fees, 12 others permit landowners to
impose fees for other types of recreational
activities, including gleaning. These states
generally cap the fees or cap the total amount
of revenue that can be generated. For exam-
ple, South Dakota caps the fee at $100 and
West Virginia at $50 per person per yeir
(Table 1).

Governmental lease payments. Landowners

oftéri lease land to state and local governmen-
tal agencies for park and other outdoor recre-
ational uses. To encourage this practice,
38 states do not consider lease payments
made to private landowners by public agen-
cies as fees. Landowners in those states are
allowed to retain lability protection. Only
Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Michigan,
New Hampshire, Oregon, Texas, Utah,
Vermont, Washington, and West Virginia do
not explicitly provide this protection’ for
landowners (Table 1). Landowners leasing
land to public agencies in these states must
transfer the liability risk to the public agency
via the lease agreement.

Private lease agreements. Landowners in 2
number of states often lease land to hunting
clubs or private individuals. The lease pay-
ments made by private parties to landowners
are considered to be fees. This means that the

free-access liability protections provided to
the landowner under terms of the recreation-
use statutes are lost. In contrast, governmental
lease payments are not considered fees, and
liability protections are retained by the
laridowner.

One option available to landoV\;ners in pri-
vate lease arrangements is to transfer, by terms
in the lease, the liability risk to renting parties
or tenants. This risk-transfer language is often
supplemented by a requirement that tenants
purchase their own liability insurance cover-
age. Landowners that follow this practice can
require minimum insurance policy covefage
and proof of insurance.

Lawsuit Data On Landowner Liabiiity

Nearly four decades have passed since the
model state recreation-use legislation was -
drafted by the Council of Staté Governments
(1965) to encourage public recreational access
to private lands. This section discusses how
the recreation-use statutes have been inter-
preted and applied by appellate courts since
that time. N

A total of 637 cases involving injuries or
death to recreation users were identified and
analyzed. The cases were nearly equally
divided between public (n = 307) and private
(n = 330) landowners. A distinction must be
made between the filing of an injury lawsuit
and a landowner being held liable for an
injury. A person must file a Jawsuit to establish
liability, and not all lawsuits result in Lability.
Indeed, as this data indicates, liability was
found in only about one-third of the cases.
Only cases that proceeded through trial and
reached an appeals court were included in
the analysis. No data were included on cases
settled out of court.

Litigation patterns by state. As outlined in
Table 2, litigation patterns varied significantly
among the states. Only Maryland, Missouri,
North Carolina, Rhode Island, and Vermont
did not have any cases involving the applica-
tion of the recreation-use statute to a user
injury.

With a few notable exceptions, private
landowner litigation generally patterned state
population. Not surprisingly, the larger states
of California, Florida, Illinois, Indiana,
Michigan, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania
reported 161 cases (49% of all private
landowner cases). However, a few of the
smaller states also reported a significant
number of cases. Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana,
and Wisconsin reported 79 cases, or about



¥ 24% of the total. Surprisingly, Texas, the
second-most-populated state in the nation
and a state with 98% of its land held in private
ownership, reported only two cases against
private landowners.

Ten states (Alabama, California, Georgia,
Illinois, Louisiana, Michigan, New York,
Obhio, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin) account-
ed for about 70% of all the private land-
owner litigation (n. = 229 cases). Of these,
New York reported the highest number of
cases (n = 46). However, the percentage of
cases imposing liability on private landowners
(26%) was not higher than the national
average. Michigan reported 29 cases, but only
7 of those (24%) resulted in landowner
liability. Louisiana is notable for its litigation
pattern. Twenty-seven cases involved private
lands, and 12 of those cases (45%) imposed
liability on the landowner. '

Beyond these observations, few wénds can
be gleaned from landowner litigation patterns
among states. Further analysis beyond the
scope of this Investigation may reveal patterns
based on a state’s heritage of outdoor recre-

_ation pursuits or the number of people pur-
ing outdoor recreation in each state.

Risks associated with different recreational
activities. Clearly, the legal risk factors associ-
ated with different types of recreational
activides are an important landowner consid-
eration in allowing, restricting, or denying
public access. Thirteen outdoor recreation
activities were used for categorical analysis
because they encompass the majority of
tradiional outdoor recreational pursuits.
Because of the size and complexity of the
cases, landowner liability determinations were
not made for each of these 13 categories. The
data reflect only the aggregate number of
cases involving each type of recreation activity.

Water-related injuries from swimming,
‘boating, and fishing generated the largest
number of cases (n = 196, 31%) and poten-
tially pose the greatest lawsuit risk exposure
for landowners. Although lawsuit risks may be
greater from water activities, it does not
follow that the liability risk is also greater.
These data simply indicate that more appel-
late lawsuits involved water than any other
single recreation activity, and it should not be
interpreted that landowners are more liable if
they allow water-based recreation.

Over the last 30 years, motorized recre-

nal activities have increased in popularity.
is growth has resulted in an increasing
" number of motorized-vehicle injury cases.

Injury cases from motorized-vehicle acci-
dents (n = 82) comprised about 12% of all
the appellate cases brought under recreation-
use statutes. Snowmobiles were involved
in 63% of these cases. Nearly two-thirds of
these cases arose in six states-California,
Idaho, Michigan, New York, Ohio, and
Pennsylvania. More than 25% of all cases
came from New York.

Hunting, an activity traditionally associated
with public access, provides very little lawsuit
and liability exposure for landowners. Only
15 cases involved hunting accidents, and
seven of those occurred in Louisiana. These

data suggest that landowners allowing access_
for hunting have minimal lawsuit and liability’

exposure.

Public agency protection. Although recre-
ation-use statutes were originally intended to
protect private landowners, the majority of
states (n = 27) have extended this same pro-
tection to government agencies (Table 2). The
history behind this transition is interesting in
that it closely tracks the decline in sovereign
immunity that once protected public
agencies. Today, all states have enacted tort
claims statutes allowing people to sue public
agencies for personal injuries. Because many
of these state tort claims statutes hold the
public agencies to the same negligence stan—
dards as private landowners, the courts have
extended the protection of recreation-use
statutes to public agencies (Kozlowski and
Wright, 1989).

Public agency landowners were held lLiable
in 36% of 307 reported cases, and private
landowners were held liable in 27% of 330
reported cases. A large majority of the public
agency cases included 'in Table 2 involve
municipal park and recreation agencies and
those recreation activities associated with
these city agencies.

Summary and Conclusion

The myth and perception of landowner
liability appears to be greater than the actual
liability risks. State recreation-use statutes
provide significant liability protection for
landowriers. This analysis shows that while
significant similarities exist across the states,
important differénces also are present. All

“states limit landowners’ liability for free

access, and most states also lessen landowner
obligations to the recreational user. The most
notable difference among states relates to the
ability (or inability) of the landowner to
charge access or use fees and retain liability

protection. Clearly, landowners in these states
have a greater ability to generate income
from access and outdoor recreation activities
than do landowners in states requiring free
access. In free-access states, landowners are
required to make a choice between income
generation and liability protection. In states
that permit access. fees, landowners do not
have to make this choice.

Despite the extensive liability protection
provided landowners by state recreation-use
statutes, a significant gap persists between the’
perception and the reality of landowner -
liability. Research indicates that landowners
and a number of resource management
professionals are not aware of the significant
Liability protection afforded by recreation-use
statutes. If the gap between landowners’ per-
ceptions of Liability and the reality of liability
is to be bridged, the following three points
must be considered.

1. Landowners must be made
knowledgeable regarding the degree of insu-
lation they are afforded under state recre-
ational-use statutes.

2. Organizations concerned with access to
private lands, such as state Extension and fish
and wildlife agencies, must endeavor to better
understarid and communicate to landowners
the reality of private landowner liability
exposure, rather than automatically accepting
the myth of the Liability crisis. Perpetuation of
the iability myth exacerbates the access crisis.-

3. Public agencies should consider initiat-
ing public/private lease partnerships as a
means of increasing access and providing
income to landowners. Thirty-eight states
exempt public lease payments made to
landowners from the no-fee provisions. This
encourages landowners to lease their land to
public agencies, receive substantial monetary
payments for these leases, and retain liability

more

protection.

Furthermore, additional research is needed
in-several areas before one can fully assess the
impact of liability on landowners’ access deci-
sions or meaningful policies and programs
developed. First, research producing a better
understanding of landowners” perceptions of
insurance availability, affordability, and the
ability of insurance to increase access is
needed. In addition, it would be desirable to
determine the relative importance of liability
and the various other disincentives experi-
:enced by landowners and how they collec-
tively influence landowners’ decisions. For
example, some ownership objectives,‘such as
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Table 2. Recreation injury litigation by state.
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Alabama 10 2 12 3 22 1 1 8 3 - - - - - .- - - - 9
Alaska 1 0 0 9] 1 - - - - - - . - N . R N 1
Arizona 8 3 4 3 |12 - - 1 1 - - - - 1 2 2 - - 5
Arkansas 3 1 2 1 5 - - 2 - 1 - - - B - B - R 2
California 21 8 22 3 43 - 1 8 1 1 1 2 - - 2 9 - 4 14
Colorado’ 2 0 2 0 4 - - - - 1 - - R R R B 1 2
Connecticut 5 1 6 0 | 11 - 1 - - - - - - - - - 1 1 8
Delaware 0| © 1 0 1 - - 1 - - - - - - - - - B
Florida 7 2 4 0 | 11 - - 3 5 - - v - - 1 - - 2
Georgia 5 0 18 2 23 - 1 8 - - - - - - 1 - 13
Hawaii 6 0 2 0 8 - - 7 - - - - - - - - - 1
Idaho 8 3 4 1 |12 - - - - - - - - - - 3 ]. 1 1 7
lllinois 7 | 2 12 5 | 19 - - 11 - - - 1 - 1 1 2 - - 3
Indiana 6 2 7 1 13 1 4 1 - - - - - - 7
lowa 1 0 3 1 4 - - 1 - - - - - 2 - 1.
.| Kansas 2 0 2 1 4 - 1 2 - - - - - - 1
~ Kentucky 37 0 5 2 8 - - 4 - - - - - - B 4
Louisiana 18 9 27 | 12 | 45 7 2 16 6 1 - - - - 2. - 2 10
Maine 2 0 4 0 6 - - - - - - - - - - 2 4
Maryland 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - - - - R R - j B B
Massachusetts 7 5 1 1 8 - - - - - - - - 1 - 1 - 6
Michigan 141 3 1291 7 |43 - - 21 2 - - |- - - - 4 4 - |12
Minnesota 2 112 0|4 - - 2 - - - 1 - - - - - 1 j
Mississippi 1 0 0 0 1 - - 1 - - - - « - - - - - .
Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - - - . - - - - - . .
Montana 2 0 4 3 6 - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - [}
Nebraska g | 3 2. 1 |11 - - 1 - - - - - 1 1 - 8
Nevada 4 0 2 0 6 - - 2 | - - - 1 - - - 1 - - 2
New Hampshire | 0 0] 4 0 | 4 - 3 - - - - |- - - 1 - - -
New Jersey 3 1 6 5 9 - - 2 {1 - - - - - - 1 - 1
New Mexico 0 0 3 1 3] - - - - - - - - - - 3 - -
New York 35| 13 | 46 | 12 | 81 3 2 | 2 1 - - - 3 1 10 | 17 5 8
North Carolina 0 04| 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
North Dakota 3 2 1 1 4 - - 1 - - - - - - - - 1 1
Ohio 30 3 18 3 | 48 - 2 7 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 2 4 2
Oklahoma 2 1 1 0 3 - - 2 - - - - - - - - - - -
Oregon 5 2 4 | 2 9 - - 2 - - « - - - - - 2 - 2
Pennsylvania 18 6 23 4 41 1 1 10 1 - - 2 1 - - 4 1
Rhode Island 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - - -
South Carolina 1 0 1 0 2 - 1 - - - - - - - - - - -
South Dakota 2 1 0 0. 2 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Tennessee 2 1 3 2 5 - 1 - 1 - - - - 1 - - - -
Texas 10 3 2 2 | 12 1 - 3 1 - - 3 1 - - - - -
Utah 4 2 6 2 | 10 - - 2 - - 1 - - - - 1 2 1 1
Vermont 0 0 6] 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - - : - -
Virginia 2 0 0 0 2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Washington 17 | 7 8 3 | 25 - 1la 4 1 - - - - - 3 2 2
West Virginia 1 1 2 2.1 3 - - 1.1 - - - - - - - - 1 - -
isconsin 16 | 5 | 22 5 | 38 - 7 6 - - 1 1 - - 2 1 2 -
yoming 2 0 3 1 [ 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - 1
Total | 307 | 111 | 330 | 92 [637 | 15 | 21 | 147 | 28 o 7 4 13 2 6 24 | 58 | 24 | 30
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wanting to maintain exclusive recreational
use of the property for personal or familial
use, may run counter to allowing public
access. Finally, contingent valuation methods
or similar approaches should be used to deter-
mine the level of incentives needed to over-
come the disincentives experienced by
landowners.
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What is the Public Doing for Recreation?

Purpose of tech note: This tech note provides guidance to private land owners who are
pursuing or interested in developing an agritourism recreation alternative enterprise. This
technote will provide information on--What the public is doing for recreation? and Why
the public'is doing this type of recreation? These data will be helpful in marketing and
developing customer relations for the most viable activities based upon what the public is
doing and the natural resources the landowner has on the farm or ranch.

Why Outdoor Recreation?

Outdoor recreation is just one of the many growing demands on the nation’s natural -
resources. The cultural change in this country has placed a magnitude of demand much
greater than recreation experts had ever estimated. There is a very different mix of
recreational pursuits, settings and services which includes today’s of contemporary
recreational demands and those that resemble the past. There is high interest across the
nation in the environment, nature-based tourism, heritage and establishing a connection
with ones roots and the soil.

Realization of the rapid rise in the importance of outdoor recreation brings many
opportunities to the rural areas. Some people are traveling further to partake in the
beauty of our public lands as well as the private lands, but at the same time many people
are traveling shorter distances more frequently to enjoy the beauty of the land and rural
recreation activities. Both of these recreation trends provide agritourism opportunities to
the farmer, rancher and rural community.

The public is seeking high quality outdoor recreation experiences. The public knows

what it wants and is willing to pay for the setting and the experience. This makes it

~ important to understand what the public is doing and how it is recreating. The farmer,
rancher, or rural community needs to match its recreation activities to the needs/wants of

the customer. :

People understand the importance of outdoor recreation for individuals, families, and
society as a whole. A 1996 Roper-Starch survey showed the leading benefits to be:

- The Benefits of Outdoor Recreation

A sound environment.
Healthy rural economies.
Strengthened families.
Better personal health. )
Quality of life and perceived success in life.



Anyone who is considering an outdoor recreation enterprise also needs to consider the
tangible factors, such as quality of life, to guide your recreation and agritourism planning
efforts. The Roper-Starch survey reported that outdoor recreationists are more satisfied
with their quality of life than others. Quality of life was measured using factors such as
satisfaction with friends, career, health, fitness, and leisure time.

Leisure time is one of the more tangible measurements that is helpful in planning. A
1996 Roper-Starch survey “Outdoor Recreation in America” showed:

Why We Spend Our Leisure Time Outdoors

Fun (rated important by 76 percent)
Relaxtion (71 percent) '
Health and exercise (70 percent)
Family together (68 percent)
Stress reduction (66 percent)
Teach kids values (64 percent)
To experience nature (64 percent)

What does this mean? The key words that one needs to consider in planning an
agritourism and recreation enterprise activity based upon these findings include:
adventurous, learning, nature-based, family type experience(s), ethically and morally
based values. These would be some of the guidelines to design the recreation enterprise,
develop marketing information and advertisements, and interacting with the customer
before, during and after their participation in your recreation enterprise.

What is the Public doing?

“What People Are Doing?” in outdoor recreation is captured by the American Recreation
Coalition annual survey of 2,000 people since 1994. This “Outdoor Recreation in
America 1998” survey shows continuing upward trends in outdoor recreation. These
trends are shown for 1994 to 1998 in Table 1 for that percent of the population
participating in 35 activities for adults 16 years and older. The most significant change
occurred in “driving for pleasure” since 1994 with a 7-percentage point drop between
1994 and 1996 followed by a five percentage point increase between 1997 and 1998. A
similar swing occurred for fishing, picnicking, hiking, jogging and others. However,
several of these regained their losses by 1998, except for fishing, and jogging, which are
showing a very slow comeback. The largest increases, between 1997 and 1998, include .
walking, driving for pleasure, cultural site visitation and jogging while the declines have
been in tennis, rowing, and bird watching. Almost all of the activities show an increase
in act1v1ty This indicates the same people are domg more or more of the population is
enjoying the outdoors.

What does this mean? These trends provide guidance on the type of recreation activities
one should consider when investing in or promoting recreation. Landowners or



communities near population growth areas (60-150) or have the necessary nature-based
recreation resources on the farm have the beginnings for a sustainable recreation

business.

Table 1. Outdoor Recreation Participation and Percent Change in the Past Year
(% Of American adults 16 years and older)

Pct

Activity 1994 [ 1995 [ 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | from
1997

Rock climbing 4 4 3 3 4 +1




| Snorkeling ] 4 ]3 13 |3 |3 ]- |

Snowboarding
Source: American Recreation Coalition

How people feel about their outdoor recreation activity is very important when predicting
trends. The American Recreation Coalition developed a “Recreation Quality Index (RQI)
to assist them in evaluating outdoor recreation activity. Table 2 shows how people feel
about their recreation activity from 1994 to 1998. The “opportunity” score is a measure
of the availability or access to a particular activity. The “satisfaction” score is how
pleased the individual is with the activity or experience. “Participation” score is a
measure of the frequency of performing that outdoor recreation activity. The overall
score has increased 5 percent while the opportunity score has been relatively stable. The
satisfaction score shows the most variation with a drop of seven since 1997 and 10 points
from 1996. The “overall” RQI is an average score of opportunity, participation, and
satisfaction ratings. Table 2 shows there is a need for more outdoor recreation
opportunity which is more easily accessible because people are not as satisfied with the
experience and opportunities are not readily available.

Table 2: Recreation Quality Index (RQI)*

Year Overall Opportunity Participation Satisfaction
RQI Score Score Score
1994 100 100 100 100
1995 107 99 103 119
1996 109 101 105 120
1997 104 102 94 117
1998 105 100 105 110

Other major findings of the survey include a 1998 increase of 4 percent in outdoor
recreation; and 26 percent of the Americans believe that they will be taking part in more
outdoor recreation than they have in the past year. Local parks and recreation areas were
rated “excellent or very good” by 46 percent of the people.

A complete picture of the recreationist includes shopping as well as the physical activity
of recreation of a high Recreation Quality Index. The Travel Industry of America 1997
survey showed 33 percent of the travel population included shopping as part of the trip.
This provides an excellent opportunity for the farm, ranch, and rural community to



economicélly benefit from providing this type of service to the traveler through local
crafters or merchandisers.

What does this mean? The key words to focus on for agritourism and recreation
activities includes: 54 percent of the public are not satisfied with outdoor recreation
facilities in their area; people’s satisfaction score has declined indicating the public wants
something more exciting, teaches values, learning, fun, or interpersonal experience; and
more convenient or easily accessible. The decline in some of the traditional sports such
as hunting but the continued interest in driving and walking supports the mix of the oldest
and newest recreation activities discussed above. And, shopping is a standard part of
tourism.



Agritourism and Recreation Trends—Today and in 2050

Purpose of tech note: This tech note is to assist in providing guidance to the public who
is interested in developing recreation activities on their farms, ranches and in their rural

communities.

U.S. Tourism Industry—Today and Tomorrow!
(A summary of the address given by Dr. Lalia Rach
Dean of the Center for Hospitality, Tourism and Travel Administration,
New York University, New York City, New York at the
National Extension Conference, Hershey, PA, May 1998.)

What is the state of tourism at the Federal level? It is appalling!! The U.S. is the only
country that does not have an agency devoted to tourism. There are many agencies
devoted and involved in tourism. The tourism industry, as big as it is, does not have a
federal advocate to promote USA or greet our customers. A national discussion on the
place of tourism in the economy is needed.

Competition is increasing worldwide.” Vietnam, South Africa, Poland, and Antarctica are
hot destinations. Every state is competing for a share of this industry. A New York City
luxury hotel has a 97 percent occupancy rate. This is unheard of in the hotel business.
Everyone is enjoying the good times.

Future trends in tourism must be done by looking at the changes of the past three
decades. Inthe 1960’s, tourists rarely flew. It was “See the USA in your Chevrolet”
with Mom, Dad and 2.1 kids in a station wagon. Now we fly as function of time and not
expense. “Peanuts were an appetizer—Now they are the meal!”

Home was a refuge from work 30 years ago. Now, it is an extension of the office so one
is available 24 hours a day-seven days a week. (We work one more month per year today
compared to 30 years ago.) Americans have to plan to relax at home now! The home is
the most “mixed-use” development in the country. Leisure-based tourism facilities
should look at this today as part of the planning process.

Niche markets are flourishing! Single adventurer travelers, single senior travelers,
grandparent/grandchild weekends, cultures, heritage, etc. Almost two thirds of the U.S.
households have no children under 18 and only 55 percent of the households with
married couples. Agritourism and recreation destinations need to recognize this growing
market of childless couples and single tourists.

Today’s traveler is more sophisticated, more demanding and more overwhelming than
ever. Tourist experiences are the fuel for unique experiences again and again. This is an



opportunify to the agritourism and recreation industry. Rural areas can provide a unique,
different and a new experience each time.

Loyalty of the customer will require the destination-- to do the right thing and do it with -
consistency! A desk clerk must do it right—it’s the first one you meet. Today’s traveler
is very experienced and has a sound frame of reference. .

Baby Boomers generation and their children- the “echo boomers” are driving the tourism
industry today and tomorrow! The current lifestyle story is a 4-year old telling his
parents we can go to Disney World for the birthday party. Question is what do you do on
the 6" birthday!! Or, even the 10™ birthday!!!

Here are some of the characteristics of the tourists—today and tomorrow:

e People are blending work and leisure.

Destinations need to help the businessperson to relax on free time.

Boomers are packing more into their vacations—golf, palm pilots.

Leisure time is named—quality time, gym break and power nap.

Boomers toys are complex—not just any bike but a mountain bike with special

quipment safety, clothing, etc and the “destination” better deliver a quality

experience.

Boomers go to much more trouble to have ﬁm

Multi-generation destination activities are needed.

e Boomers must be indulged every step of the way and are not readily going to give up
their status.
Death to any destination that treats boomers as today’s senior citizens.
Boomers love ethnic and unusual cuisine, different cultures and adventure travel.
Boomers grew up with the Mustang and they are not ready to get into buses as
today’s senior citizens do. _

e Boomers have been indulged all the way along and today, because of stress, they
want to be indulged even more.

~ o Money is no object! We know what we want and are willing to pay for it.

Agritourism and recreation industry destinations that understand what this large, rich
cohort wants and can deliver it is the destination that will profit from tourism in the early

decades of the next century.
Recreation and Tourism Dollars

Tourism is big business in every state and the nation. In 1998, travel and tourism
contributed over $502 billion to the U.S. economy. It is third largest retail industry—
right behind automotive dealers and food stores. Travel and tourism supported more than
7 million jobs and indirectly support another 9.2 million jobs, creating a total of 16.2
million jobs. (Source: 1998 Tourism Works for America Report). It generates $34
billion in shopping revenues. International tourism decreases the nation’s trade deficit by
$25 billion. These revenues translate into a saving of $710 in federal income tax per
household.



General Recreation Activity Levels—1994-95

Source of Information: The following sections are based on the information published in
“Outdoor Recreation in American Life: A National Assessment of Demand and Supply
Trends,” H. Ken Cordell, Principal Investigator, USDA Forest Service, Southern
Research Station, Athens, GA

The results shown here are based primarily on the 1994-95 National Survey on
Recreation and the Environment (NRSE) or earlier versions. Thirteen basic types of
recreation activity were surveyed. It showed an estimated 95 percent of the U.S.
population 16 years or older participated in one or more recreation activity in 1994-95
compared to 89 percent in 1982-83.

The four most popular activities were:

Walking ’ 66.7 percent
Viewing a beach or waterside 62.7 percent
Family gatherings outdoors 61.8 percent
Sightseeing : 56.6.percent

The 13 most popular types of activities include:

viewing-and learning-oriented activities, such as bird watching,
trail, street, and road activities such as biking,

social activities, ‘

spectator activities (including outdoor concerts), and
swimming in pools and natural waters.

The perce;lt of the population participating in these 13 activities are shown in Table 1.

Land-Based Activities

Land-based activities are divided into the following categories: Trail/Street/Road—>5
activities, Viewing/Learning—38 activities, Camping—7 activities, Hunting—3 activities,
Outdoor Adventure—11 activities, and Social--2 activities. The percent of population 16
years and older participating in the 36 different activities is shown in Table 2. Over 50
percent of the population participated in walking, sightseeing, and family gathering
activities. Twenty five to 49.99 percent of the population participated in running/jogging,
biking, visiting a nature center, visiting a visitor center, visit historic site, bird watching,
wildlife viewing, and picnicking activities. Less than 5 percent of the population
participated in long distance biking, RV primitive camping, migratory bird hunting,
orienteering, backpacking to a summit, mountain climbing, rock climbing, and caving
activities. A



Water-Based Activities

Water-based activities are divided into Boating/Floating—11 activities, Fishing—7
activities, Swimming—4 activities, and Viewing—3 activities. The most popular
activities are motor-boating, warm water fishing, swimming in pools, swimming in non-
pools, and visiting a beach or waterside (62 percent) which is considerably higher than
any of the other activities. The percent of the population 16 years old or over
participating in these activities are shown in Table 3.

Snow-and Ice-Based Activities

Snow-and ice-based activities are divided into Downhill skiing—3 activities, Cross
Country Skiing—3 activities, All Skiing Forms, Ice Skating, and Snowmobiling. The
most popular is sledding. The percent of the population 16 years and older participating
in these activities are shown in Table 4.

What does this mean? Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4 provide valuable information for farmers,
ranchers and rural communities in determining which recreation enterprises or
combination of recreation enterprises to develop and how to market/promote their
business. A community establishing a recreation destination would what to develop a
plan that would provide those recreation activities people like the most. This information
is also important when making a natural resource assessment of a farm, ranch or
community. Also, what types of activities to combine such as sledding (20 million
people do it!) with a snow-based landscape or B&B, farm or ranch stay. Beautiful
landscapes for viewing, hiking and walking are key activities. On the other hand, unique
landscapes such as rock climbing, hand gliding, caves or other natural resource features
would need to be considered as a recreation enterprise. Any recreation plan should
utilize as many of the natural resource features as possible to help the public enjoy their
outdoor recreation experience. Knowing the most popular public recreation activities
will help develop marketing packages that promotes all of these in a community such as
walking, birding, hiking, sightseeing, learning. This will extend the stay on the farm,
ranch or in the rural community.

Recreation Trends: 1982-83 to 1994-95

Outdoor recreation trends are based upon the changes in participant activity captured in
the NSRE surveys for 1982-83 and 1994-95. Percent changes and participation in land,
water and snow/ice-based activities and outdoor sports are shown in Table 5. One needs
to look at both the changes in the millions of people as well as the percentage change in
participation. Bird watching showed the largest increase of 155 percent. Bird watching
also had one of the highest rises in millions of participants (32 million), second only to
walking, which had an increase of 40 million and a 43 percent increase.

Horseback riding, hunting, fishing, sailing, ice skating, and tennis all declined over this
time period. :



What does this mean? An assessment of the natural resources on a farm, ranch or rural
community will need to be used to develop agritourism, recreation or alternative
enterprise activities that are in popular demand. For example, the presence of fish and
wildlife may be a popular recreation activity for local hunters and anglers, but as a nation
they are declining recreation activities. Alternative, more popular, recreation activities
would include viewing, photography, and other non consumptive more popular recreation
activities. Thus, a marketing plan would need to be developed to reach both types of
customers or a particular type depending on the landowner’s or community’s wishes.

2050 Outdoor Recreation Projections

Future recreation outdoor participation and consumption were estimated for 2050 by the
Forest Service as mandated by the Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA). National
estimates are provided for three categories—(1) activity days, (2) primary purpose, and

(3) number of people. The key findings are: _ ’

Activity Days--Five fastest growing outdoor recreation activities through the year 2050
measured in activity days are expected to be: visiting historic places (116 percent
growth), downhill skiing (110 percent growth), snowmobiling (99 percent growth), and
non consumptive wildlife activity (97 percent growth). The five slowest growing outdoor
recreation activities through the year 2050 as measured in activity days are expected to be
fishing (27 percent growth), primitive camping (24 percent growth), cross-country skiing
(18 percent growth), off-road vehicle driving ( seven percent growth), and hunting
(minus-two percent growth).

Primary Purpose--The fastest growing activities are different when measured in terms of
primary purpose of the trip. Then, the five fastest growing outdoor recreation activities
are excepted to be: downhill skiing (122 percent growth), biking (116 percent growth),
snowmobiling (110 percent growth), sightseeing (98 percent growth), and developed
camping (80 percent growth). The five slowest growth areas are expected to be; hunting
(six percent growth), primitive camping (zero percent growth), off-road vehicle driving
(minus 22 percent growth), family gatherings (minus 25 percent growth), and picnicking
(minus 45 percent growth).

Number of People—The number of people participating in outdoor recreation activities
gives a good indication of the level of activity which differs from both the primary
purpose and activity days. The five fastest growing activities are expected to be: cross-
country skiing (95 percent growth), downhill skiing (93 percent growth), visiting historic
places (76 percent growth), sightseeing (71 percent growth), and biking (70 percent
growth). The five slowest growing activities as measured in number of people
participating are expected to be: rafting (26 percent), backpacking (26 percent growth),
off-road vehicle driving (16 percent), primitive camping (10 percent), and hunting (minus
11 percent). :



Other major prediction findings included:

e Race and sex are important. White males engage more in winter, water-based,
hunting, and dispersed land activities. Females engage in horseback riding,
picnicking and non consumptive wildlife activity. Race is not a factor in fishing,
walking, picnicking or non consumptive wildlife recreation activities.

e Population density has a strong negative relationship on more rural type activities like
fishing, horseback, riding, hunting, motor boating, off-road vehicles driving, and
primitive camping.

e Income has a very strong relationship with the more expensive recreation activities
like downhill skiing, snowmobiling, horseback riding, motor boating, and sightseeing.

What does this mean? These data may be used in several ways. If you are located in
an area where the natural resources provide the base for the fastest growth outdoor
recreation activities; two choices are available for agritourism, recreation and alternative
enterprises. First, one or more of the fastest growth outdoor recreation activities can be
developed on privately owned or community-owned land, or second, provide participant
services (B&B, food, repair shops ) or other activities (shopping, movies, country
markets) for the “fast growth” activities on public land.



~ Table 1: Percent and Number of People 16 Years and Older in the U.S. Participating in
13 Types of Outdoor Recreation Activities, 1994-95

Type of outdoor activity Percent of population 16 or older Number in millions
Participated in any type of activity 94.5 189.3
Trail/street/road activities 68.3 136.9
Individual sports 22.0 44.1
Team sports 20.4 53.0
Spectator activities 58.7 117.6
Viewing/learning activitics 76.2 152.6
| Snow and ice activities 18.1 36.3
Camping (all overnight) 26.3 52.8
Hunting 9.3 : 18.6
Fishing 289 579
Boating/tioating . 29.0 58.1
Swimming 54.2 ’ 108.6
Outdoor adventure activities 36.8 73.6
Social activities 67.8 135.9

Source: 1994-95 National Survey on Recreation and the Environment, USDA Forest Service and the Univer-
sity of Georgia, Athens, Georgia. The NSRE is the most recent of the series of National Recreation Surveys
begun nationally in 1960.




Table 2: Percent and Number of People 16 Years and Older in the U. S Participating in
Land-Resource-Based Outdoor Activities, 1994-95

Type of outdoor activity Percent of population 16 or older Number in millions
Trail/Street/Road Activities '

Running/jogging 26.2 o 52.5
Biking 28.6 57.4
Long distance biking 3.2 6.4
Walking : 66.7 _ 133.7
Viewing/Learning Activities

Visiting a nature center 46.4 93.1
Visiting a visitor center 34.6 69.4
Visit a prehistoric site 17.4 ' 34.9
Visit a historic site 44.1 88.4
Bird-watching - 27.0 54.1
Wildlife viewing 31.2 62.6
Other wildlife viewing - 13.8 27.5
Sightseeing 56.6 1134
Camping

Developed area 20.7 41.5
RV developed camping 8.6 17.3
Tent developed camping 14.6 29.4
Primitive area 14.0 280
RV primitive camping 3.5 7.1
Tent primitive camping 10.7 21.5
Other camping 2.1 4.2
Hunting

Big game 7.1 14.2
Small game 6.5 13.0
Migratory bird 2.1 4.3
Outdoor Adventure ;
Hiking ’ 23.8 47.8
Hiking to a summit 8.3 16.6
Orienteering 2.4 4.8
Backpacking 7.6 15.2
Backpacking to a summit 3.3 _ 6.6
Mountain climbing 4.5 9.0
Rock climbing 3.7 7.5
Caving 4.7 9.5
Off-road driving 13.9 27.9
Horseback riding 7.1 14.3
Horseback riding on trails 5.2 10.4.
Social Activities

Picnicking 49.1 98.3
Family gathering 61.8 123.8

Source: 1994-95 National Survey on Recreation and the Environment, USDA Forest Service and the Univer-
sity of Georgia, Athens, Georgia. The NSRE is the most recent of the series of National Recreation Surveys
begun nationally in 1960.




Table 3: Percent and Number of People 16 Years and Older in the U. Sf-l‘)anicipating in
Water-Resource-Based OQutdoor Activities, 1994-95

Type of outdoor activity Percent of population 16 or older Number in millions
Boating/Floating

Sailing 4.8 . 9.6
Canoeing 7.0 : 14.1
Open-top canoeing 6.8 13.5
Closed-top canoeing 0.4 0.8
Kayaking 1.3 2.6
Rowing 4.2 8.4
Floating, rafting 7.6 15.2
Motor-boating 23.5 47.0
Water skiing 8.9 17.9
Jet skiing 4.7 9.5
Sailboarding/windsurfing 1.1 2.2
Fishing _ '

Freshwater 24.4 48.8
Saltwater 9.5 19.0
Warmwater 20.4 40.8
Coldwater 10.4 20.8
Ice 2.0 4.0
Anadromous 4.5 9.1
Catch and release 7.7 15.5
Swimming

Surfing ' _ 1.3 2.6
Swimming/pool 44.2 88.5
Swimming/non-pool 39.0 78.1
Snorkeling/scuba 7.2 14.5
Viewing Activities

Fish viewing 13.7 274
Visiting a beach or waterside 62.1 124.4
Studying nature near water 27.6 55.4

Source: 1994-95 National Survey on Recreation and the Environment, USDA Forest Service and the Univer-
sity of Georgia, Athens, Georgia. The NSRE is the most recent of the series of National Recreation Surveys

begun nationally in 1960.




Table 4: Percent and Number of People 16 Years and Older in the U.S.
Participating in Snow-and Ice-Based Outdoor Activities, 1994-95

Type of outdoor activity Percent of population 16 or older Number in millions

Downhill Skiing -
Snowboarding 2.3 4.5
Sledding 10.2 20.5
Downhill skiing 8.4 16.8
Cross Country Skiing _
On groomed trails 2.7 54
On ungroomed trails 2.8 . 5.7
Back country 1.9 3.7
All forms 3.3 ' 6.5
Ice skating 5.2 10.5
Snowmobiling 3.6 71

Source: 1994-95 National Survey on Recreation and the Environment, USDA Forest Service and.the Univer-
sity of Georgia, Athens, Georgia. The NSRE is the most recent of the series of National Recreation Surveys

begun nationally in 1960.




Table 5: Millions and Percentage Change of Persons 16 Years or Older Participating at
Least Once in 12 Months in Land, Water, Snow/Ice, and Other Activities in the United

States, 1982-83 and 1994-95.

Resource Base and Activity Number in Millions Percent
1982-83 1994-95 Change
Land-resource-based activities
Bird watching 21.2 54.1 +155.2
Hiking 24.7 47.8 +93.5
Backpacking 8.8 15.2 +72.7
Primitive area camping 17.7 28.0 +58.2
Off-road driving 19.4 27.9 +43.8
Walking 93.6 133.7 +42.8
Sightseeing 81.3 113.4 +39.5
Developed area camping 30.0 41.5 +38.3 .
Picnicking 84.8 98.3 +15.9
Running/jogging 45.9 52.5 +14.4
Bicycling 56.5 57.4 +1.6
Horseback riding 15.9 14.3 -10.1
Hunting 21.2 18.6 -12.3
Water-resource-based activities
Motorboating 33.6 . 47.0 +39.9
Swimming/river, lake, or ocean 56.5 78.1 +38.2
Swimming/pool 76.0 88.5 +16.4
Water skiing 15.9 17.9 +12.6
Fishing 60.1 57.8 -3.8
Sailing 10.6 9.6 9.4
Snow & ice-resource-based activities '
Downbhill skiing 10.6 16.8 +58.5
Snowmobiling 5.3 7.1 +34.0
Cross-country skiing 5.3 6.5 +22.6
Sledding 17.7 20.5 +15.8
Ice skating 10.6 10.5 -0.9
Outdoor sports & spectator activities
Attending an outdoor concert or play 44.2 68.4 +54.7
Attending a sports event 70.7 95.2 +34.7
Golf 23.0 29.7 +29.1
Outdoor team sports 42.4 53.0 +25.0
Tennis 30.0 21.2 -29.3

Sources: 1982-83 National Recreation Surve}g U.S. Department of the Interior and 1994-95 National Survey
on Recreation and the Environment, USDA Forest Service. .




Agriculture/Alternative Enterprise Opportunities, Benefits,
Barriers and Recommendations: Results of an Agritourism and
Natural Resources Forum

James A. Maetzold, Edward M. Mahoney and John V. Edwards

Abstract: Conservation associations, agricultural production organizations, agri-business groups, rural
development organizations, and special interests groups participated in a one-day workshop on alternative
enterprises and agritourism. Discussion groups were asked to identify: (1) opportunities and barriers, (2) steps
necessary to support and market agritourism; and (3) individuals and organizations interested in partnering with
agencies and universities. Four areas were identified: (1) coalitions and partnerships, (2) technical assistance and
education programs, (3) financial understanding and cost reduction, and (4) marketing and promotion of
agritourism. These results are grouped into eleven categories: sustainable, income, conservation, rural
development, politics/public support, partnerships, education, technical assistance, financial assistance, cost
reduction, and marketing and promotion. A summary of the 75 items identified by group is presented.

Introduction

The popularity of agritourism and recreation has been increasing rapidly over the past decade. Studies and
experience show that the public is looking for adventure, culture, roots, rural settings, hands-on-experience, fresh
food, getting back to the farm and in some cases getting to know a farmer that they refer to as “my farmer.”

Agritourism has the potential to satisfy these public needs. At the same time it can preserve and sustain family
farms, ranches, rural communities, and conserve natural resources. Agritourism enterprises and activities can
provide additional income to farmers, ranchers, and the rural community. It can provide the additional supplemental
revenue that can make a difference between a profit and a loss for agricultural producers, agri-businesses and the
rural community. It is a way to “add value” to crops and livestock currently grown on the farm or ranch. It also has
the potential for building relationships and expanding future relationships between agriculture and tourism
supporting industries.

Following are definitions or terms are used in this paper:

e  Agritourism is defined as any activity where the public is invited to come to the farm.

o Recreation includes all those activities such as U-pick to tubing or photography.

e Alternative enterprises are non-traditional agriculture production or marketing activities and it may or may not
involve customers coming to the farm.

Methodology

A forum was held in January 1997 to obtain input from individuals and organizations working at the
national level. The participants had to be actively involved in agriculture, natural resource products, recreation and
tourism, or conservation at the national level. The forum’s goal was to obtain information on: (1) opportunities and
barriers to agritourism, recreation and alternative enterprises, (2) steps necessary to support and market agritourism,
recreation and alternative enterprise, and (3) individuals and organizations interested in partnering with agencies and
universities to this activity in rural areas.

Thirty-eight people attended the one-day forum. They were divided into two facilitated work groups to accomplish:
(1) a meeting atmosphere (smaller group size) that encouraged all participants to share their perspectives and points-
of-view, and (2) to determine the degree of consistency between two independently facilitated groups. The results
revealed significant congruity of ideas and recommendations across the two groups.

Results

Since the results of the two focus groups were very similar, they were combined to reduce repetition for a
total of 79 comments. Comments were categorized into four major categories—benefits (14 comments);
opportunities (19 comments); barriers (16 comments); and Recommendations (30 comments). The
“Recommendations” category was further subdivided into new coalitions and partnerships (7 comments); education,



technical assistance and information (12 comments); financing and cost reduction (5 comments); and marketing and -
promotion (5 comments). These 79 comments/results are presented in the Appendix A.

1 National Alternative Enterprise and Agritourism Leader, NRCS, USDA; Professor, Department of Park,
Recreation and Tourism Resources, Michigan State University, and Retired Natural Resources Conservation
Service, respectively.

The 79 comments were studied to identify any common themes/words that appeared in at least one or more of the
categories noted above. The common themes/words provided the link to better understand the perceptions of the
participants. A total of 11 themes were found to be common to the agritourism, recreation, and alternative
enterprises of benefits, opportunities, barriers, and recommendations. These themes or words are: sustainable,
income, conservation, rural development, politics/public support, partnerships, education, technical assistance,
financial assistance, cost reduction, and marketing and promotion. These results are shown in Table 1 and
summarized below by category.

Benefits

Agritourism, recreation and alternative enterprises economically sustain the farm, ranch and local
community. Income and travel from on farm tourism stimulates rural development while forging new relationships
with the public about agriculture, natural resources and conservation. It is an excellent tool for educating the public
about agriculture, stewardship, rural values and life styles. Authentic products and unique experiences are made
available to the non-farm public. Tourism helps pay for conservation.

Opportunities

Agritourism, recreation and alternative enterprises are another part of a farm plan that can be used to
conserve and protect the natural resource base through enterprise diversification. It provides farmers and ranchers
the opportunity to improve and enhance the natural resources to more fully use these resources to increase income.
Agritourism can be used to show the public the benefits of integrated resource management and forge coalitions
with common concerns for food production and conservation. It is an excellent “value added” enterprise not only
for the individual landowner but also for the community. Agritourism builds loyal repeat customers and “grass
roots” support for agriculture and conservation. Agritourism builds rural development and increases job
opportunities. Agritourism can be used to offset the cost of wildlife damages to agriculture turning it into a
profitable agritourism (fee hunting) enterprise. Cooperative marketing provides the opportunity to assemble the
critical mass needed to sell competitively or attract a large number of interested buyers. Agritourism provides the
opportunity to market conservation as an “event.”

Barriers '
Agritourism, recreation and alternative enterprise development, by an individual or a community, are
limited by the lack of information about (1) How to make an assessment of the opportunities? (2) How to manage?
(3) How to finance? and (4) How to promote and market products? The perception of the lack of information on
forming cooperatives and partnerships exists. Also, there is a perception of the lack of information on how to attract
clientele, such as ethnic groups, facility design, marketing partnerships, tourism industry information, and
agricultural tourism assessment. The biggest barriers are “How to do it?” and “Help me get started?”

There is a general lack of knowledge of where to get information or expert advice in developing rural agritourism,
recreation and alternative enterprise. The laws and regulations need to be updated for small alternative enterprises.
Lending institutions need to understand that agritourism is another farm enterprise and not a “risky” investment.
Liability is a concern. There is a lack of field staff to assist in agritourism. This is some of the information and
technical assistance needs of farmers and ranchers.



Recommendations

New coalitions with agriculture, tourism and conservation need to be formed These partnerships and
relationships need to be with the tourism marketing industry, tourism bureaus and agritourism interests. Agritourism
needs to be part of the tourism industry marketing studies and promotion packages at the state, regional and national
levels.

Information systems are needed for farmers/ranchers/communities interested in agritourism, recreation and
alternative enterprises. They need to contain the latest information. Information is needed on; (1) How to make an
agritourism, recreation or alternative enterprise assessment? (2) What are the management, business, and marketing
principles of an agritourism, recreation and alternative enterprise business? and (3) How do you package and market
products? Information needs to be developed cooperatively by agriculture, conservation, and the tourism sectors.
Reference manuals need to identify coordinated assistance and use of existing programs for agritourism, recreation
and alternative enterprises. Elected officials, media, tourism industry and others need to be informed about
agritourism, recreation and alternative enterprise benefits for sustaining rural America and the natural resources. A
financial information/lending package is needed for entrepreneurs to better work with their lenders. Also, it must
contain data on liability insurance and sources.

An agritourism and recreation directory of assistance and resources is needed.

Summary and Conclusions

The comments about barriers and recommendations indicated there is a significant lack of knowledge about
what information exists to help farmers and ranchers. A review of literature and discussions with leaders in the field
indicate there is a wealth of information on agritourism, recreation and alternative enterprises. This information
exists at the Federal, state and local level. The best information sources are entrepreneurs that operate agritourism,
recreation and alternative enterprise businesses. Most of these people are willing to share their experiences.

The Natural Resources Conservation (NRCS) is responding to meeting the need of the farmers and ranchers. A
resource manual containing names of experts and other information sources has been distributed to Resource
Conservation and Development Councils and other organizations upon request. This manual is continually being
updated and distributed. NRCS is also working with others in USDA in developing a “tool box™ of information for
agritourism, recreation and alternative enterprises. This “tool box™ is currently under development and will consist
of existing information, videos, books and publications to help answer the questions of:

* How to make an assessment of the opportunities?

How to manage an agritourism and alternative enterprise?

How to finance an agritourism and alternative enterprise?

How to market and promote an agritourism and alternative enterprise?

For more information on the status of this “tool box,” contact Jim Maetzold at 202-720-0132 or e-mail
<jim.maetzold@usda.gov>
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Appendix A

Agriculture/Alternative Enterprise Opportunities, Benefits, Barriers and Recommendations:
A Summary of the Flip Chart Notes at the Agritourism and Natural Resources Forum,
January 9, 1997

Note: Agritourism will be used throughout the comments below to mean “agritourism,
recreation and alternative enterprise income-producing opportunities on farms,
ranches and in rural communities.

Potential Benefits of Agritourism

1. Agritourism has potential as a vehicle for preserving family farms, ranches, and
natural resource products operations by providing additional non-governmental .
revenues (especially during periods of low and uneven cash flow) that can be the o
difference between profit and loss. ‘

2. Agritourism has potential for new sources of revenues from products and services (e.g. paid hunting,
educational opportunities) that can be incorporated as part of “working” farms, ranches, and natural
resource products operations. Agritourism is dependent on authenticity and involvement, not theme
park representations.

3. Agritourism can encourage and provide incentives (e.g. financing) for conservation on private lands,
and at the same time provide increased access to privately own natural, cultural, and recreation
resources. In part, this is because tourists/ visitors are more sensitive and concerned regarding
environmental issues. Also, tourist/recreation revenues can help finance conservation investments.

4. Agritourism can provide important first time and supplemental employment opportunities for farm
families, farmer’s presently working “off farm” jobs, youth, and retirees. These employment
opportunities can contribute to community stability and rural development.

5. Agritourism can provide unique outdoor recreation, recreational shopping, education, and heritage
opportunities. These opportunities can complement and supplement other recreation and rural tourist
attractions and help create “critical mass” necessary to attract tourists and increase their length of stay.

6. Agritourism can generate revenues and important cash flow during the off-seasons for both agritourism
and tourism businesses. Additional off-season attractions and activities (e.g. mushroom picking,
blossom tours, and cattle branding) can create “new and profitable seasons.” Off-season revenues can
help finance investment in new facilities, conservation practices, services and marketing that can
enhance the quality and profitability of the overall operation.

7. Rural communities can benefit from retention of farms, ranches, processing plants, and natural
resoruce product businesses; economic diversification and integration of local economies; and
additional amenities (museums) and recreational opportunities.

8. Agritourism offers the potential for developing and expanding future constituencies for agriculture,
ranching, and natural resource products production. This is particularly important because fewer
people will make their living directly in these industries. Agritourism provides opportunities to form
important relationships and enhance public understanding, which will be important to the future of
agriculture and natural resource protection.

9. Agritourism can provide opportunity to demonstrate., and educate tourists about the benefits of land
and natural resource conservation practices (e.g. wildlife habitat, erosion control). There are also
opportunities to show benefits of cooperative stewardship.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Agritourism provides various (“up close and personal”) opportunities to educate different publics about
past and current farming, ranching, natural resource product production methods, integrated
conservation practices, as well as the importance and contribution that these industries make to their
quality of lives. This can help forge new understanding and relationships between urban residents,
rural businesses, and resource conservation organizations. '

Agritourism can strengthen public support for agriculture, ranching and natural production through
greater visibility, enhanced understanding, and mutual beneficial ventures (e.g. winery-hotel packages,
restaurant events featuring locally raised products).

Agritourism provides opportunities to educate visitors about many important values produced as a
result of agriculture, ranching, and natural resource products production (e.g. rural landscapes, open
space, rural life-styles, retention of wildlife and fish habitat) as well as problems confronting these
businesses. This awareness can enhance local/community support and efforts to preserve farm and
natural resource production capability.

Agritourism can demonstrate the many benefits of public-private special events. For example,
Oregon’s Tree Day attracted approximately 2000 visitors in 1996 and introduced many urban residents

to the realities of rural America.

Agritourism can also encourage adaptive re-use of old buildings and structure.
Examples of “adaptive reuse” are using an old barn as a craft store, turning a fire
tower into a Bed and Breakfast, and green house as a restaurant. Agritourism can
support market driven historic preservation and restoration.

Opportunities for Agritonirism

1.

Tourist are often looking for, and willing to pay for specialty products and packages (e.g. decorator
baskets filled with fruit, jellies in cut glass jars) that can substantially increase the profitability of farm
and natural resource products compared to wholesale or bulk sales.

Direct marketing of specialty agricultural and natural resource products can generate a cbntinuing
“demand” and opportunities for catalogue and mail order distribution, and sales though specialty retail,
and gourmet shops.

Agritourism will provide additional income, incentives and support for preservation and presentation
of agriculture and natural resource products heritage; natural resource conservation enhancement;
preservation of rural communities and life styles.

Many of the tourism growth market-environmentally sensitive tourists, heritage tourists, soft-adventure
tourist, international visitors, -are also markets for various type of agritourism.

Agritourism offers potential for educating visitors about the benefits and requirements of integrated
resource management and conservation in contrast to mandated protection. There swill be
opportunities to educate tourist that natural resources can be utilized and managed in a sustainable and
environmentally sound fashion. i

Private agricultural, grazing, and forestry lands have many attractions that would be of interest to
tourist. Agritourism has the potential for increasing a “for-a-fee” access to these attractions.

Agritourism also provides opportunities to create recognition of the fact that private landowners,
farmers, ranchers, and foresters, have been, and still are capable stewards of natural and cultural
resources. :
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11.

12.
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14.
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17.
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19.

Agritourism can bring about recognition on that there is significant synergy and compatibility of the
objectives of different agricultural, natural resource producers, and natural resource conservation
organizations (e.g. farmland trust, pheasants forever, watershed councils). Also, that these objectives
can create opportunities for tourism businesses, farmers, and ranchers.

Merging education and marketing efforts of agriculture, natural resource product producers, and
conservation interest could greatly expand the stakeholders and the political influence of agricultural,
tourism, and conservation interests.

Agritourism and the different coalitions that will be required have the potential for identifying common
concerns, issues, needs, and objectives among farmers, ranchers, natural resource produces, tourism
businesses, historical trusts, and local communities.

Many areas lack the necessary critical mass of tourism attractions, leadership infrastructure, and
experience with cooperative marketing needed to encourage and support the development of tourism.
Agritourism is one way to initiate or jump-start the development process. It can activate the process of
developing the community support, networks, and leadership infrastructure needed for sustainable
rural tourism development.

There are increasing numbers of tourists attracted to “hands-on” learning experiences. They are
enthusiastic about experiencing and learning how to make wine, grow wildflowers, weave wool into
yarn, raise buffalo, brand cattle, and contribute to conservation efforts. These “educational” and
“change of life” (i.e. persons in search of second careers, retirement hobbies and even volunteer
opportunities) tourists are a real growing market of agritourism.

There is a growing ethnic market, many of which has “rural-agricultural-natural resource roots,” or are
interested in specialty foods and natural resource products. Specialty products and experiences can be
developed for these markets. For example: farm vacation offered by Afro-American farmers.

There is potential for continuing and broadening relationships with agritourism tourists such as adopt
an animal, a fruit tree, or an entire farm, and extended “farm/ranch stay” vacations.

In some areas of the country wildlife are viewed as a cost not an asset to farmers and natural resource
product producers. The ability to generate revenues through sale of different experiences (e.g. paid
hunting, wildlife photography) may change this perception and generate additional investments in
wildlife management.

There are opportunities to market special conservation issues and events as part of agritourism
marketing (e.g. Arbor Day).

There are opportunities to form the equivalent of agritourism cooperatives in which operator’s work
together to supply, manage, package, and market recreational and tourism opportunities. This could
include wildlife/hunting cooperatives and farm tours. The cooperatives would join resources to do
cooperative packaging and marketing, reservation/bookings, and product unprovement (e.g. wildlife
management, educational materials, and programming).

There are opportunities to create “grass roots” support for incorporating agritourism development as
part of agricultural and natural resource legislation (e.g. Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program, Wetland
Conservation Program).

Greater recognition of the potential economic development benefits associated with preservation of
agriculture and natural resource products; heritage (e.g. forestry, commercial fishing, and mining) can
encourage increased support for efforts to preserve and present this heritage.

Existing and Potential Barriers to Agritourism
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Travel agents, tour planners, and bus companies generally lack adequate information
(e.g. facilities, services, capacity, availability) about the agritourism opportunities
and how to access/book them. This information is needed to design tours, arrange
visits, and make bookings.

Farmers, rancher, and natural resource producers are not informed or experienced in
tourism marketing and distribution systems. Many are not aware of different sources
of tourism information and technical assistance. This lack of awareness is especially
important during start-up stages of agritourism businesses.

Many rural communities lack experience, resources (money, time) and contacts needed for effective
tourism development and marketing (e.g. creating awareness, inducing trail visits, media coverage).
Small operators often do not perceive that they have enough money or time (in addition to managing
their primary operation) to devote to marketing, partnership development, and organizational
development. '

Farmers, ranchers, and natural resource producers are often unfamiliar with
merchandising (e.g. point of purchase displays, labeling, design of merchandising
space) and travel packaging methods (e.g. tours) important in “selling” value-added
products and services.

There has been an inadequate effort to inform farmers, especially minority farmers, about the potential
of agritourism, or “How to go about it?”

Start-up packaging and cooperative marketing of agritourism will require leadership capable of
generating, organizing and focusing resources toward common objectives. This leadership is often
deficient in rural areas that have the greatest potential for agritourism. Frequently, small operators
view themselves more as competitors than as partners working cooperatively to increase market share
and mutual successes.

Tourism is an industry comprised of many small businesses and different organizations (e.g. visitor
and convention bureaus, room tax districts, chambers of commerce). It is often perplexing, and takes
time for new agritourism entrants to understand “What is necessary?” to access and partner with
different elements of the tourism system.

Persons interested in starting agritourism businesses often lack expertise and access to technical
assistance relating to tourism market evaluation, feasibility assessment, design of tourism/recreation
facilities and service, packaging, merchandising, and start-up marketing.

There are relatively few persons in agriculture and natural resource agencies, cooperative extension,
universities, or consulting companies with experience in agritourism. There is currently no national
association that focuses attention on agritourism.

We lack case studies and demonstration projects that evaluate and document (processes, steps,
obstacles, mistakes, innovation) agritourism development efforts. There is a deficiency of “How To?”
information available to potential operators and organizations that provide technical assistance to
farmers, ranchers, or natural resource producers.

Downsizing of federal and state government, cooperative extension, and universities may further
reduce access to information and technical assistance.

Operators are some time reluctant to open their properties for visitation by the public because they fear
liability and potential visitor interference with their main operation. In some instances, this 1s because
they lack information on risk management and recreation liability insurance, visitor management, and
how other operators have successfully integrated tourism into farming, ranching, and natural resource
products operations.
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14.

15.

16.

Some rural communities with significant agritourism potential lack facilities and services (e.g. lodging,
quality restaurants, shopping opportunities, signage, travel information) to adequately accommodate
tourists.

Organizations (private and public) that provide and arrange financing for farms, ranches, and small
businesses are frequently unfamiliar with potential (revenues, retumn-on-investment, payback) of
agritourism. Lenders often view the combination of agriculture and tourism as “too risky.”

There are many “out-of-date” regulations and laws at the federal, state, and local levels that
unnecessarily increase start-up cost and reduce profits of agritourism businesses.

Some tax regulations (e.g. property, estate) effectively discourage and complicate investment in
agritourism.

Recommendations

New Coalitions and Partnerships

1.

Sustainable and profitable agritourism will require new and continuing coalitions and partnerships
focused on measurable bottom-line accomplishments (e.g. increased market size and diversification,
profits, and financial and political support for agriculture and natural resource production and
conservation).

There is a need for more communication and joint ventures between agriculture, natural resource
product producers, tourism industries, agritourism commodity organizations, and natural resource
conservation organizations to develop and capitalize on the potential of agritourism.

It is critical to identify travel intermediaries (e.g. tour packagers, travel writers) and tourism marketing
associations that can/should be involved in agritourism. Agritourism operators need to be educated on
how to access and deal effectively and efficiently with these organizations.

Agritourism operators and other support organizations need to cooperate with travel intermediaries
(e.g. bus tour planners, tour packagers) and tourism marketing organizations to develop the types of
information they require to promote and arrange visits to agritourism operations. This information
must be designed and formatted to meet customer needs.

Agritourism operators should partner with universities, agencies, and industry associations to organize
national and state conferences and workshops to increase awareness of agritourism, and to develop
relationships across industries and marketing organizations.

It is important that different stakeholders (e.g. hotels, agricultural organizations, local hospitality
industry, and economic development organization) are aware of, and involved in the process of
developing and marketing agritourism.

Agritourism leaders, industry organizations, natural resource conservation organizations, and agencies
should work cooperatively to develop an action plan for encouraging and supporting agritourism
including: specific tasks (e.g. individuals and organizations that should be involved) and a timetable
for getting things done. -

Education, Technical Assistance and Information

1.

Agriculture and natural resource producers need to be educated about tourism, especially how the
tourism industry is organized, managed, and marketed. This includes the various industry
organizations (e.g. state tourism agencies, visitor and convention bureaus, bus association, travel
agents), promotional alternatives (e.g. directories), and sources of technical assistance.
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Elected officials, agriculture and natural resource agencies, and economic development organizations
must be advised about the immediate and long-term benefits of agritourism, barriers to start-up and
profitable operation of agritourism businesses, and what it will take to eliminate barriers and enhance
opportunities for success.

Rural communities and economic development organizations must be better informed about the
potential of agritourism for contributing to integrated sustainable economic development—retention,
start-up and expansion of complementary businesses. This should include case studies of successful
development and marketing of agritourism.

Travel intermediaries and tourism marketing organization (e.g. promotional organizations, tour
planners, travel agents) need better information about agritourism opportunities to understand and
identify potential target markets and opportunities for packaging and marketing partnerships. They
need better information on types and availability of agritourism experiences and products (fruits,
vegetables, maple syrup), as well as the timing of different farming, ranching and natural resource
products practices and activities (e.g. blossoms, harvest, branding), and type and capacity of facilities
and service (e.g. tours, restaurants). This information will help them develop, target and time their
marketing activities.

There is an immediate need for practical information to help evaluate the feasibility of agritourism
businesses as stand alone businesses, and sources of supplementary income to farms, ranches, natural
resource producers, and processors.

Potential agritourism operators need access to practical information on how to start and operate
tourism/recreation businesses. This information includes: market assessment methods, facility and
service requirements, required investment, start-up marketing, laws and regulations, financial
management, risk management, sources of information, and tourism organizations.

Develop and make accessible frameworks to help farmers, ranchers, and natural resource product
producers, systematically assess the potential of starting agritourism operations.

Improve access to information and technical assistance to existing and potential operators to help them
define/assess the needs/wants of different tourist/recreation market segments.

Develop and make accessible tools (e.g. checklist, structure questions), resource lists, and referral
service (i.c. organizations that provide business expertise) to enhance the operation of agritourism
operations.

Develop technical assistance manuals which are available through different media (CD ROM, Internet,
publications etc) )

Identify and develop the capability to provide quality coordinated technical assistance to agritourism
operations involving partnerships between agriculture and natural resource agencies, cooperative
extension, universities, economic development agencies, commodity groups, and business support
organizations.

Fund, conduct and make accessible comparable research in different states sponsored by Agriculture
Experiment Stations, Department(s) of Agriculture, Cooperative Extension, and tourism agencies to
better define existing and potential agritourism markets, and assess the impact (e.g. economic, political
educational) of agritourism.

Different organizations should cooperate to develop and test educational material (e.g. signage,
displays, and take-away materials) and interpretive materials designed to educate agritourism tourists
about farming, ranching, natural resource products, and natural conservation resources.



Financing and Cost Reduction

1. Generate and distribute information to enhance understanding of financial aspects (start-up and
operating costs) of different types of agritourism operations, and the potential economic impacts (e.g.
tourist spending, off-season revenues) associated with various types and scales of agritourism.

2. Work cooperatively with elected officials, insurance providers, and operators to reduce the high cost of
insurance, and develop more flexible and adaptable coverage.

3. Identify alternative sources of funding that are available and can be combined to finance the start-up
and marketing of agritourism.

4. Allow and encourage operators to combine different cost share programs (CRP, WRP, and WHIP) in
ways that will support agritourism especially as it relates to the application and demonstration of
conservation practices.

5. Work with elected officials and members of the financial community to encourage favorable interest
rate loans as an incentive for agritourism start-ups.

Marketing and Promotion

1. A cooperative effort by different industries and organizations to increase media awareness and
coverage of agritourism.

2. Agriculture and tourism industries and their marketing organizations should work cooperatively to
develop themes and messages that benefit tourism and agriculture.

3. States and communities should compile inventories of agritourism attractions, education materials and
programs, festivals, and special events, as well as complementary attractions that can be promoted and
packaged in cooperation with tourism businesses and tourist marketing organizations.

4. Incorporate agritourism in national and state tourism market studies and inquiry tracking systems in an
effort to better define existing and potential markets and assess interest in various types of agritourism.

5. State and local tourism promotion campaigns should incorporate and feature agritourism opportunities,
and tourism marketing and tour organizations should incorporate agritourism attractions as part of their
tours, familiarization trips, and travels packages.
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INTRODUCTION

All forms of outdoor recreation are increasing in popularity, especially ecotourism and
birding. Recent surveys show that people want to get back to the land and associate
themselves with farm-based activities. More people are participating in agriculture-based
recreation events such as apple and cherry blossom events, pumpkin harvesting, picking
or purchasing fresh/processed produce, and other farm/ranch activities. A perfect
example is the explosion of farmer’s markets across the country in both urban and rural
communities.

Farmers, ranchers, and rural communities have been developing agritourism, recreation
and alternative enterprises to economically sustain themselves throughout history. Street
markets in small rural villages were probably the first enterprises followed by deliveries

~in towns and cities. In the 20th Century, a number of the agricultural alternative

enterprises became recreation based rather than food based. The first recreation
alternative income-producing enterprises were mainly natural resource based--hunting
(first the fox and hound and now dog and gun), fishing, maple syrup, and fresh produce
beginning at the turn of the Century. Individual farmers/ranchers and the communities
have added many more nature-based enterprises since then such as adventure climbing,
sky diving, on-farm/ranch experiences, cultural heritage appreciation, birding, nature-
based tourism, scenic/history tours, off road trails for bikes and snowmobiles, and
festivals to name a few of the latest and fastest growing recreation experiences. Many
farmers and ranchers are also entering into bed and breakfast, farm dinners, craft
making/sales, value added products and other on-farm experiences. The multiple use of
the natural and other on farm resources have economically sustained farmers/ranchers
and rural communities. The 1996 Farm Bill has many farmers/ranchers breaking from the
“tradition” of selling only livestock, crops, and timber to increasing their profits by
selling a service, adventure experience, or valued added agricultural products. Requests
to Natural Resources Conservation Service, other USDA agencies, and private groups by
farmers/ranchers seeking alternative enterprise or product value added information has
increased 3-5 fold in past 3 years.

This presentation will cover three major areas of agritourism and recreation: (1) outdoor
recreation demand trends; (2) supply of recreation on privately owned lands (POL); and
(3) private landowners attitudes about conservation on farms and ranches.



OUTDOOR RECREATION DEMAND

The American Recreation Coalition initiated its-annual survey in 1994 of 2,000 people.
This annual survey gives an indication of how recreation demand is changing in the
United States. The “Outdoor Recreation in America 1998” survey shows continuing
upward trends in outdoor recreation. These trends are shown for 1994 to 1998 in Table 1
for that percent of the population participating in 35 activities for adults 16 years and
older. The significant changes since 1994 were as high as a 7 percentage point drop
between 1994 and 1996 but a five percentage point increase between 1997 and 1998 in
“driving for pleasure.” A similar swing occurred for fishing, picnicking, hiking, jogging
and others. However, several of these regained their losses by 1998, except for fishing,
and jogging which show a very slow comeback. The largest increases, between 1997 and
1998, include walking, driving for pleasure, cultural site visitation and jogging while the
declines have been in tennis, rowing, and bird watching. Almost all of the activities show
an increase which indicates the same people are doing more or more of the population is
enjoying the outdoors.

These trends provide guidance on the type of recreation activities one should consider
when investing in or promoting recreation.” Landowners or communities near population
growth areas or have the necessary nature-based recreation resources on the farm have
the basis for a sustainable recreation business. As the next table will show, there is a
need for more outdoor recreation opportunity.

Table 1. Outdoor Recreation Participation and Percent Change in the Past Year
(% of American adults 16 years and older)

1]

|

[ Birdwatching |14 1|8 |11 _J10 _[-1 |




Motor boating 10 5 1 8 - 9 +1

Snowboarding NA |NA |NA |NA 1 ;

Source: American Recreation Coalition

How people feel about their outdoor recreation activity is very important when predicting
trends. The American Recreation Coalition developed a “Recreation Quality Index (RQI)
to assist them in evaluating outdoor recreation activity. Table 2 shows how people feel
about their recreation activity for 1994 to 1998. The “opportunity” score is a measure of
the availability or access to a particular activity. The “satisfaction” score is how pleased
the individual is with the activity experience. “Participation” score is a measure of the
frequency of performing that outdoor recreation activity. The overall score has increased
5 percent while the opportunity score has been stable. The satisfaction score shows the
most variation. The “overall” RQI is an average score of opportunity, participation, and
satisfaction ratings.

Table 2: Recreation Quality Index (RQI)*

Year Overall Opportunity Participation Satisfaction
RQI Score Score Score
1994 100 100 100 ' 100
1995 107 99 - 103 119
1996 109 101 105 . 120
1997 104 102 94 117
1998 105 100 105 110

OUTDOOR RECREATION SUPPLY -




Outdoor recreation occurs on Federal and private land. Federal land capacity is
‘approaching its limit in many parts of the country. Private lands will need to provide this
recreation supply and much of it has the unique location advantage of being next door to
the user (population centers). It is not always necessary to travel to Disney World or the
high mountains of Colorado. Being nearby the user makes recreation an income-
producing opportunity for the private land owner.

The conversion of land to recreation uses is an indicator of how the supply is increasing.
In 1982 and 1992, the National Resources Inventory estimated the number of non-federal
acres of cropland converted to developed land uses to be 4.2 million acres or four percent
of the cropland base. The percent of the land converted to recreation by NRCS region
was: West-5 percent ( out of 557,200 acres), Northern Plains 3 percent ( out of 360,100
acres), South Central 3 percent (out of 438,000), Midwest 5 percent (out of 1,136,400),
East 5 percent (out of 528,200), and the Southeast 2 percent (out of 1,141,100). Since
this is the percent of cropland converted to recreation uses, it excludes forest land and
Federal land. Thus, these estimates are the lower bound of land being used for recreation.
Also, it is necessary to consider the number of cropland acres in each region because the
Midwest region has considerably more cropland than the West and is reflected in the
higher percentage value for the West.

The third National Private Landowners Survey (NPLOS) conducted by the Forest Service
and Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) obtained data on how land owners
were using their land for recreation in 1995-96. These data were collected by surveying
13,000 farmers, ranchers and other private landowners. The results are available for the
nation and the six NRCS regions. More detailed and NRCS regional information can be
found in “Outdoor Recreation in American Life: A National Assessment of Demand and
Supply,” H. Ken Cordell, Forest Service. It addresses why landowners allow recreation
on their land, why they control the use of recreation on their property, how they control
the recreation, what are the benefits, and trends in the use or supply of privately owned
land for recreation.

Most of the questions asked private landoweners (PLO) permitted them to select more
than one reason for allowing recreation on their land. Thus, the total percentage shown
may 100 percent in some tables. This allowed a better understanding of the reasons
farmers and ranchers permit recreation on their land. Each percent value is a measure of
the number of times the survey respondents identified that reason for permitting
recreation on their land.

Private land Owners (PLO) were asked to identify the reason(s), as shown in Table 3,
why they allow people on their land to hunt, fish or do other outdoor recreation activities.
The most popular reason was “goodwill.” Some of the questions were asked in several
ways and the answers sometimes appear in contradiction. For example, most PLO
indicted recreation as-a “source of income” was insigniticant while 3.3 percent said they
used it to protect the land, 2.9 percent indicated it helped to pay taxes and .6 percent said



it was a primary source of income. This shows the landowners perspective was on how it
helped achieve land care and cover costs rather than an in-the-bank cash benefit.

Table 3: Reasons for Allowing Recreation on Land, Percentage by Type, 1995-96

Maintain good will with neighbors and others----41.2 percent - - -

Help control trespassing 8.4 percent
Help care for and protect my land 3.7 percent
Helps pay the taxes 2.9 percent
Primary source of income 0.6 percent
Extra income insignificant
Other reasons 15.5 percent

Access to recreation on privately owned lands has always been a concern of outdoor
recreation enthusiasts, ranging from hunting and fishing to hiking and bird watching.
One of main reasons for allowing people on the land is “good will” as noted in Table 2.
The second major reason was control of trespassers. By allowing people to use your
land, they become your partners in controlling the trespassers, thus the land owner is
aware of who is using his land. This is supported by the data in Table 4 which shows 49
percent of the landowners permit immediate family and another 49 percent of the
landowners permit others they personally knows use the land for recreation.

Table 4: Access to Land by Family Type

Immediate family with different residence----- ---- 49.4 percent

Not immediate family but personally known------ 49.0 percent B
Members of clubs, organizations who lease--------- 5.1 percent

Persons you may or may not know----------------- 11.9 percent

PLO were asked why they leased their farms and ranches for recreation. Over 60 percent
of the PLO stated “controlling of trespassing or unwanted use” was one of the reasons
they leased their land. This finding is supported by the results of Table 3. Income,
payment of property taxes, and goodwill are also important reasons for leasing. Caring
for the land, through leases, is also very important. Some of this is explained by the fact
that leasing organizations, or individuals and/or the PLO carry out conservation practices
to enhance the wildlife benefits of the land for recreation and thus increasing the lease

~ value. These results vary regionally as one would expect.

Table 5: Reasons for Leasing Land



Source of income 14.8 percent

Pay property taxes 74.5 percent
Extra income 39.4 percent
Control trespassing or unwanted use-----60.7 percent
Maintain goodwill 25.3 percent
Help care for and protect land------------- 52.0 percent
Other 0.1 percent

Verbal and written agreements with the recreation user are the most popular leasing
agreement. Ninety two percent of the PLO use written or verbal agreements with a fee.
Thus, most privately owned land, that is leased, is for a fee. Only 7.7 percent of the PLO
lease their land without a fee in 1995-96. It is difficult to resolve the difference between
the results of Table 6 and those of Table 3 where the income was not cited as a major
reason to permit recreation on the land, but most land is leased for a fee.

Table 6: Lease Agreements

Written agreement with fee-------------- 68.6 percent
Verbal agreement with fee------------- --23.4 percent
Written agreement with no fee------------ 5.3 percent
Verbal agreement with no fee------------—- 2.4 percent
Other 0.3 percent

Access for hunting, fishing, walking, hiking and etc. on private lands has always been a
concern of outdoor recreation people, recreation industry and the local community. This
access control is very visible in may areas where land is posted. To better understand
posting, the PLO were asked why they posted their land. More than one reason could be
given for posting the land. The most popular reason for posting was knowing who was
on your property as 39 percent of the PLO selected it. Other reasons identified by the
PLO related to control of access or keep out people you don’t know, and prevention of
property damage. Twenty nine percent of the PLO said they just wanted to keep hunters
out. Generally, posting is done for knowledge and not to keep hunters out.

Table 7: Reasons for Posting Land

Know who is on the property---------------- 39.1 percent
Keep people out with no permission--------- 37.7 percent
Keep out people I don’t know---------------- 33 8 percent
Prevent damage to livestock and property--- 30.9 percent
"Keep hunters out 29.3 percent

Farmers and ranchers are looking to recreation as another income-producing enterprise
which makes use of the nature resources on their property. But, when they do sou, they
are going to continue to exert control over who is on the land and how the land and
property is treated. To determine what the future holds, the PLO were asked if they



intended to increase or decrease the amount of land available for recreation compared to
what they are doing today. For the year 2000, the majority (84 percent) would not
change, 13 percent indicated they would limit access to their property for recreation and 3
percent said they would do more (Table 8). When you compared this to what they were
doing in 1990, 5 percent of the PLO said they were doing more. Thus, at a time when
demand for recreation is increasing, the amount of land being made available has
declined by 2 percent (5 percent minus 3 percent).

Table 8: Recreation Use Trends on Land in 1995 corhpared to 1990 and 2000

Year More Same Less Than 1995-6
Percent
1990 5.0 88.2 6.8
2000 3.0 83.7 133
CONSERVATION ATTITUDES

PLO are interested in conserving the environment based upon the above results of using
recreation income to protect the land. The next set of data describes five kinds of values
and opinions of how landowners feel about protecting the land and improving the natural
resources. Private landowners were asked what their attitude was concerning the
environment, private property rights, limiting growth, and ruling over plants and animals.
The PLO was asked to: a) strongly agree, 2) agree, 3) neutral, 4) disagree, and 5) strongly
disagree with the questions. The next five tables show the results at the national level
and for the six NRCS regions. Regional differences range as much as 10 percentage
points as can be noted in the tables below.

The percent value in the tables indicate what percent of the 13,000 landowners
responding to the question Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, or Strongly
disagree.

Landowners were asked whether people are responsible for nature and the environment.
To accomplish this, they must have control over nature, plants and animals. About 50
percent of the PLO agreed, 20 percent were neutral and 30 percent disagreed. Those
disagreeing indicates that plants and animals have preference over people which is also
the group with the greatest regional variation. This is not surprising given the value of
individual property rights in the ranching areas of South Central and Western U.S.

Table 9: Landowners Agreeing that People Must Rule Over Nature Plants and Animals
that are Here for Our Use.

National East South Midwest Northern South West



East Plains Central

Strongly Agree 174 179 185 146 17.2 225 164

Agree 314 228 310 329 31.1 353 38.1

Neutral 193 143 185 18.6 226 122 233

Disagree 175 199 181 17.7 20.1 11.1- 16.7

Strongly 143 252 139 16.2 9.0 80 55
Disagree : : C s

Land preservation and development have always been in conflict but not nearly as much
as in the past few decades. PLO are a major beneficiary of development or growth,
however this conflicts with their values of preserving the rural life and the environment.
Over two-thirds of the PLO agreed that growth should be limited in favor of nature. This
value was the strongest in the East (77 percent) where open space is an everyday issue in
the most densely populated states and is a significant part of every development plan. A
lower percentage of the people in the West (60 percent) agreed. This could be attributed
to the vastness of the land with mountains and deserts compared to the density of the
people. Table 10 shows the regional distribution patterns.

Table 10: Landowners Agreeing that the Balance of Nature is Delicate and We Must
Limit Economic Growth that Exploits Nature

National East South Midwest Northern South West

East Plains Central
Strongly Agree 26.0 296 264 28.0 259 22.1 17.3
Agree 441 482 4638 42.8 43.7 36.1 439
Neutral 17.8 142 17.0 17.8 15.8 25.0 19.2
Disagree 8.2 6.0 4.9 9.0 11.3 10.5 123
Strongly 4.0 20 49 2.4 3.3 62 13

Disagree

Property rights have always been valued highly by PLO in the U.S. It is generally the
strongest in the west, stemming from the pioneer days, open cattle ranching days of the
1800’s, and the importance of freedom and independence in the U.S. To determine how
PLO cherish this value, three questions were asked about property rights and
conservation of natural resources and environment. First, the PLO was asked whether a
land owner could do as they pleased to the land regardless of its effect on the
environment (Table 11); second, property rights are important but only if it doesn’t hurt

~ the environment (Table 12) ; and third, property rights should be limited to preserve the
environment (Table 13).

Table 11 shows that 66 percent of the PLO agreed they had the right to do as they please
regardless of the effect on the environment. This indicated a very strong value position
for total freedom. The East NRCS region reported the highest at 74 percent agreeing one
can does as they pleased. This is the same 1cgion that shuwed thic stivugest position to
limit growth (Table 10) in order to protect the environment. This indicates that the
environment is important but do not tell me what I can do with my property. It is the



typical case of it is OK for the property down the road, but not on my land. The South
Central region PLO disagreed that a land owner can do as they please to the environment.
Similar comparisons can be made for the other regions.

Table 11: Landowners Agreeing that Private Landowners have the Right to do as They
Please with Their Land Regardless of the Effect on the Environment.

- National East South Midwest Northern South West
East Plains Central
Strongly Agree 38.9 482 382 42.0 33.8 28.5 349
Agree 28.2 26.1 276 29.3 30.1 269 304
Neutral 6.0 4.0 7.4 5.6 4.2 73 6.3
Disagree 18.5 13.1 19.6 14.6 20.9 263 234
Strongly 8.4 82 73 8.6 11.0 11.0 50 -

Disagree

Secondly, the PLO were asked another question to better determine their value or attitude
about protecting the environment and protecting rights. Except for the West, most
landowners agreed that property rights (about 75 percent in the other five regions) are
important but only if it did not hurt the environment. This result supports the findings in
Table 9 about people ruling over nature and Table 10 that a balance is needed between
growth and the exploitation of nature. National and regional comparisons can be seen in
Table 12.

Table 12. Landowners Agreeing that Private Property Rights are Important, But Only if
Private Property Rights don’t Hurt the Environment.

National North South Midwest Northern South West

East East Plains Central
Strongly Agree 42.2 473 422 452 392 387 320
- Agree 33.1 314 327 341 36.7 37.1 239
Neutral 6.5 4.0 73 4.9 5.2 85 124
Disagree 9.7 100 8.9 8.7 10.3 87 167
Strongly 8.4 72 8.9 7.1 8.6 7.1 150

Disagree

Thirdly, the PLO was asked to put a lower bound on private property rights. They were
asked if they should be limited in order to protect the environment. This resulted in the
lowest amount of support or agreement of limiting private property rights. This continues
to indicate the strong high value for private property rights. Nationally, only 32 percent
of the PLO agreed that private property rights should be limited in order to protect the
environment. The Midwest NRCS region showed the lowest amount agreeing of 27
percent. Table 13 shows the regional distribution

Table 13: Landowners Agreeing that Private Property Rights be Limited if Necossary to
Protect the Environment.



National North South Midwest Northern South West

East East Plains Central
Strongly Agree 17.4 13.0 15.1 15.9 24.1 20.8 23.7
Agree 15.6 16.8 145 124 173 16.8 238
Neutral 142 104 141 15.6 17.0 16.4 94
Disagree 354 428 36.6 37.7 26.2 30.8 289
Strongly 15,6 17.0 197 18.3 15.5 15.1 142

Disagree

The national results for Tables 9-13 are summarized in Table 14. It shows twice as many
landowners (38.9 percent) “strongly agree” that landowners have unlimited rights to do
what they wish regardless how it affects the environment compared to 17.4 percent who
“strongly agree” the environment should be protected even if it limited property rights. A
fourth (26 percent) “strongly agree” that growth should be limited to keep it in balance
with nature and the environment. Over 75 percent of the landowners “strongly agreed”
or “agreed” that property rights are important but it must be balanced for a “safe
environment. During the Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act survey in 1978,
farmers and ranchers were asked if federal farm subsidies should be withheld from PLO
who did not use proper conservation practices. Over two-thirds of farmers and ranchers
stated that federal payments should be withheld if the land is not protected from wind and
water erosion. The 1996 results indicate that PLO still hold protection of the
environment as being-very important. Also, the PLO has a responsibility to protect the
environment.

Table 14: Summary of National Results of Tables 9-13 by Question.

Question Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

People Rule Over Nature 174 314 19.3 17.5 143

Table 9

Limit Growth for Environment 260 441 17.8 82 40

Table 10

Unlimited Property Rights 389 282 6.0 18.5 8.4

Table 11

Safe Environment 422 33.1 6.5 9.7 8.4

Table 12 -

Limited Property Rights 17.4 15.6 142 354 17.5

Table 13 :

IV. Conclusion

Outdoor recreation demand is continuing to increase based upon recent surveys. Many of
these activities are or could be farm/ranch based. Outdoor recreation participauts
indicated the lacked of opportunity was one of their greatest needs based upon the RQI
index being the lowest for “opportunity.” This is an indication that people want to do



more. This opens the door for rural communities and ranches/farmers to invited outdoor
recreation people. Other surveys have also shown that today’s two-income families are
taking shorter, but more frequent vacations close to home. About 2-4 hours being the
maximum. Both the near-home vacations and the need for more opportunities are factors
affecting the demand near population centers.

The supply of privately owned lands for recreation is declining based upon the National
Private Landowners Survey for 1995-96. It is expected to decline by 2 percent by 2001
while population continues to grow. This will open the door for income-producing
recreation enterprises for those PLO who wish to go into the business.

Some of these are discussed in the next concurréent session titled “Alternative Agricultural
Enterprises.” I will see you there.
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E xecutive Summary

WY e

Of the 146 9 mllion people who have traveled 1n the past 12
months half (50%) have taken a vacation for outdoor or adven
ture activities at some time 1n their ives A majonity (75%) of
travelers who have reported taking an adventure trip have taken
one 1n the past two years

About one third (30%) reported taking their most recent outdoor
or adventure vacation within at least the last six months 1nelud
g eight percent 1n the last month Another one third (32%) said
they traveled within the last year Other adventure travelers (38%)
reported taking their vacation two or more years ago

Camping (85%) hiking(74%) and sknng (51%) were the most
popular outdoor or adventure activities

More than one half of adventure travelers took their most recent
vacation with a spouse (58%) Children and grandchildren (36%)
and other adult non family members (34%) were also popular
companions

Over one half spent $500 or less on their adventure vacation
(51%) One fourth spent $500 to $2 500 while s1x percent spent
$2 500 or more The average amount spent was $871

The majority of adventure travelers said they took their vacation
for fun and entertainment (71%)

Adventure travelers are more likely to be married and have chil
dren than other travelers Also a higher proportion are women
compared to the average profile of U S travelers



